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The American movement to acquire the region known as 

Texas has "been the subject of countless monographs and journal 

articles. Although the literature on the Texas movement is 

voluminous, no historian has produced an interpretive synthesis 

based on that literature and the extant documentary sources. 

The volume that comes closest to meeting this need is Justin 

Smith's Annexation of Texas, published in 1911. Though 

Smith's work remains the definitive history on the diplomacy 

of annexation from 1836 to 1845, "the book's rather narrow 

scope precludes its use as an interpretive study of the entire 

Texas movement, which, as evidence indicates, began as early 

as 1819. A similar criticism can be leveled at the several 

fine books on American expansionism written by Frederick 

Merk. Unlike Smith, Merk stresses exclusively the political 

realities that had to be dealt with in the 1840s before 

annexation could be accomplished. But like Smith's study, 

Merk's publications are too restricted in scope to serve 

as a scholarly synthesis. A void, then, exists in the 

historiography of the Texas movement. 



This work is intended "to fill that void "by offering 

speculative analysis as well as a chronological narrative 

on the total movement. The scope of this work is compre-

hensive. It traces the American government's handling of 

the Texas issue from 1819—-the year President James Monroe 

agreed to drop the American claim to Texas in the Adams-Onis 

treaty—through 18^5—the year President James K. Polk 

signed a congressional resolution granting Texas statehood. 

Throughout these years the countervailing political forces 

of antebellum America had more influence on the government's 

Texas position than did diplomatic considerations. Consequently, 

the theme of this dissertation is that the American movement 

to acquire Texas was primarily a political movement. Indeed, 

the Texas Republic became an American state only when the 

annexation issue became inextricably linked with the party 

trammels and political philosophies of Jacksonian America. 

Without exception, the dissertation's chapters are 

organized chronologically. Chapters one and two discuss 

Monroe's decision to sacrifice Texas during the negotiations 

with Spain for the Transcontinental treaty and analyze the 

unsuccessful attempts of John Quincy Adams and Andrew Jackson 

to purchase Texas from Mexico. Chapters three and four 

deal with the White House's response to the Texas revolution, 

the Jackson administration's reluctance to recognize the 

upstart Texas Republic, and Martin Van Buren's rejection of 

the Texas proffer of annexation. John Tyler's handling of 



the divisive Texas issue and the negotiation of an annexation 

treaty with the Texas government comprise the fifth chapter. 

Chapters six and seven focus on the Texas question in the 

presidential election of 18̂ 4- as well as on the Senate 

rejection of the Tyler annexation treaty. The passage of 

a joint resolution for annexation by the Twenty-eighth 

Congress is the subject of chapter eight. Finally, chapter 

nine completes the narrative, highlighting the Texans' 

acceptance of the American annexation offer. 

The research for this dissertation has been done 

chiefly in the Library of Congress, the National Archives, 

the Eugene C. Barker Texas History Center, located in Austin, 

Texas, and the North Texas State University Library. Over 

fifty manuscript collections have been examined as well as 

hundreds of other pertinent primary and secondary sources. 
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CHAPTER I 

MONROE AND ADAMS GRAPPLE WITH 

THE TEXAS QUESTION 

The crowd stood silently as Anson Jones, president of 

the Republic of Texas, delivered his emotional speech. The 

cold February winds seemed to have little effect on the 

President when he uttered the following words in a strong 

"but remorseful voices 

The lone star of Texas, which ten years since arose 
amid clouds over fields of carnage, and obscurely 
shone for a while, has culminated, and, following 
an inscrutable destiny, has passed on and become 
fixed forever in that glorious constellation which 
all freemen and lovers of freedom in the world must 
reverence and adore--the American Union.... The 
final act in this great drama is now performed. 
The republic of Texas is no more. 

After completing his speech, the teary-eyed Jones lowered 

the lone star flag of the republic and replaced it with the 

stars and stripes. The drama was indeed over. On this day, 

19 February 1846, Texas became the twenty-eighth state in 

the American Union. Not since Livy recorded the voluntary 

surrender of the Campanians to the absolute authority of the 

Roman Senate had a nation voluntarily sacrificed its sovereignty 

to join another. The American movement to acquire Texas had 

1 
at last been capped with success. 

1 
For the excerpt of Jones's speech quoted in the text 



The Texas drama, as Jones called it, began in earnest 

in 1819 when Texas was little more than an uninhabited 

wilderness and continued unabated until the annexation process 

was completed in 1846. During this period every American 

president from James Monroe to James K. Polk had to deal with 

the problematical issue of Texas. When the Virginian, Monroe, 

became President in early 181?f both the United States and 

Spain claimed the ill defined province of Texas. The American 

claim of the Rio Grande as the boundary between Spanish 

territory and the western United States stemmed from the 

vague Louisiana Purchase treaty with France in 1803. In 

this treaty the Jefferson administration agreed to purchase 

French Louisiana but, unfortunately, its western border was 

left undefined. France, however, had always claimed the 

Rio Grande to be Louisiana's western boundary, based on the 

LaSalle expeditions in the 1680s. Since the United States 

had purchased the French rights, Jefferson gave lip-service 

to this claim to Texas. Spain, outraged by Napoleon's 

treachery in selling Louisiana, never recognized the questionable 

French and later American title to Texas. Spain insisted 

that her occupation and partial settlement of Texas in the 

see Llerena Friend,ed., "Contemporary Newspaper Accounts 
of the Annexation of Texas," Southwestern Historical Quarterly 
'+9 (1945) s278; Herbert Gambrell, Anson Jones; The Last President 
of Texas (Austin; University of Texas Press, 1964), p. 419-
The analogy between Texas annexation and the Campanians 
was made by an unnamed British source in Niles National 
Register 66 (June 22, 1844), p. 257-



eighteenth century gave her a clear right to this disputed 

land. According to the Spanish, the Mississippi river marked 

the western "boundary of Louisiana. Despite repeated attempts 

at negotiations with Spain, the Jefferson administration was 

unable to break this diplomatic stalemate. 

James Monroe and his talented secretary of state, 

John Quincy Adams, were to have "better luck. By 1817 the 

dispute over Texas was just one in a series of outstanding 

Spanish-American problems. In addition to the Texas issue, 

Spain and the United States clashed over East and West 

Florida and over monetary claims demanded by each government. 

To solve these longstanding controversies, Secretary Adams 

in 1818 entered into negotiations with Don Luis de Onis, the 

Spanish minister to the United States. On 22 February 1819, 

after a year of rigorous and painstaking negotiations, both 

men signed the fateful Adams-Onis treaty. Upon reading the 

treaty, compromises were readily apparent, with the United 

States making most of its concessions in the west, Spain in 

the east. By the terms of the treaty Spain ceded both East 

and West Florida to the United States. Also, each government 

renounced its damage claims, and those of its citizens or 

subjects, against the other, and the United States agreed 

2 
An excellent discussion of the conflicting claims 

between Spain and the United States resulting from the Louisiana 
Purchase can be found in Thomas M. Marshall, A History of the 
Western Boundary of the Louisiana Purchase. 1819-18^1 ("Berkeleyt 
University of California Press, 191*0, pp. 17-45. 



-to satisfy "the claims of its citizens against Spain for an 

amount not to exceed $5>000,000.-* 

In the west, the treaty established for the first time 

a definite "boundary between Spanish territory and American-

owned Louisiana. According to the treaty's third article, 

the boundary followed the western bank of the Sabine from 

the Gulf to the thirty-second parallel; thence it ran due 

north to the southern bank of the Red, which it followed 

to the meridian of 100 west longitude, then by that meridian 

to the south bank of the Arkansas and along that bank to 

the source of the river; from the source of the Arkansas it 

ran north to the forty-second parallel, which it followed 

to the Pacific. Surprisingly, the United States had given 

^The American dispute with Spain over West Florida also 
stemmed from the Louisiana Purchase treaty. The United States 
laid claim to Florida west of the Perdido river as a part 
of Louisiana. Spain, on the other hand, insisted that this 
was part of West Florida. Despite Spain's claims, American 
troops took possession of this land shortly before the out-
break of the War of 1812. The United States also occupied 
and then relinquished portions of East Florida during the 
same war. These controversies were complicated by the claims 
issue. The American claims against Spain were derived chiefly 
from allegedly unneutral conduct on Spain's part during 
American hostilities with France in 1798-1800 and from 
damages inflicted on American commerce by withdrawal of the 
right of deposit at New Orleans in 1802. The Spanish claimed 
damages for the seizure of Pensacola by Andrew Jackson during 
his campaign against the British in 1814, for certain 
filibustering activities during the War of 1812, and for 
hospitality accorded in United States ports to privateers 
sailing under the flags of Spain's rebellious colonies. 
Julius Pratt, A History of United States Foreign Policy 
(Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall Inc., 1955)» PP» 100-04, 
155-56; Marquis James, Andrew Jackson, The Border Captain 
(Indianapolis: The Bobbs-Merrill Company, 1933), pp. 408-11. 
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up its pretension to Texas in the west. The treaty's 

defenders, however, pointed out that while surrendering its 

weak claim to Texas, the country had acquired an important 
ij. 

foothold on the Pacific coast. 

On the American side the treaty was exclusively the 

product of the President and his Secretary of State. 

Throughout the negotiations President Monroe's assessment of 

the political atmosphere in the country helped to shape his 

instructions to Adams. In fact, the President's view of 

the political realities of the time rather than any wish 

to compromise with Spain prompted him to give up Texas. 

Shortly before the signing of the agreement with Spain, 

Missouri statehood became a heated political issue, tying 

for the first time the potentially volatile issue of slavery 

extension with territorial expansion. Northerners and 

easterners, frustrated by the South's hold on the executive 

branch, threatened to prevent Missouri statehood unless its 

constitution provided for gradual emancipation. A sectional 

storm erupted in Congress. The politically astute Monroe, 

determined to continue the "era of good feelings" and equally 

as determined to seek reelection in 1820, realized that Texas 

For a copy of the treaty see Annals of Congress, 15 Cong., 
2 Sess., 2:2130-31. Perhaps the most comprehensive treatment 
of the Adams-Onxs treaty is Philip C, Brooks, Diplomacy 
and the Borderlandst The Adams-Onis Treaty of 1819 (Berke1ey: 
University of California Press, 1939)• Another excellent 
work that emphasizes Spain's policy is Charles C. Griffin, 
The United States and_the Disruption of the Spanish Empire, 
lblO-1833 (New York: Columbia University Pressi 1937), 
pp. 161-243. 
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would have to be sacrificed for the sake of national unity. 

If the United States persisted in its demands for Texas and 

Florida, and Spain relented, Monroe feared that the Senate 

would refuse to ratify such a treaty. In the atmosphere of 

the Missouri question, few free state senators would throw 

their support behind a treaty that added both Texas and 

Florida in the south and only the Spanish claim to Oregon 

in the north. 

Monroe believed that the cession of Florida posed little 

threat to the treaty's eventual passage because it would 

provide added security to the Atlantic and Gulf coasts. 

Texas was different. Though the United States had claimed 

it since 1803, Monroe realized that our claim to the Rio 

Grande was weak. From 1803 to 1819 the American government 

made no attempt to settle Texas. Moreover, in 1806 American 

and Spanish frontier commanders agreed to respect as "neutral 

ground" the area between the Sabine on the west and the 

Arroyo Hondo on the east until the two governments fixed 

a definitive boundary. In light of these actions, Monroe 

concluded that prior administrations had been somewhat less 

than committed to exerting American control over Texas. 

Why sacrifice the acquistion of the Floridas and the corridor 

to the Pacific for a deserted, out-of-the-way Texas? Why 

intensify the sectional schism in the country by insisting 

on another slave territory? In a letter to Thomas Jefferson, 

Monroe expressed fear that expansion might well disrupt the 



countrys "From this view it is evident that the future 

acquisition of territory to the west and south involves 

difficulties of an internal nature which menace the Union 

itself." Because of these "internal" and "political" 

considerations, Monroe made sure that Adams dropped the 

American claims to Texas during the negotiations.-^ 

Adams, not thinking of the political climate, had set 

his eyes on "both Texas and the Pacific corridor in the west. 

Contrary to his Federalist upbringing, the Secretary of State 

was a man of continental vision and a fervent expansionist. 

He firmly believed that Providence had created the United 

States to civilize all of the North American continent and, 

'by example, to rid the earth of European colonialism. 

•̂ Monroe revealed his political motives for dropping the 
Texas claims in a series of letters; three are particularly 
important and revealing. For the quote see Monroe to 
Jefferson, C?3 May 1820, James Monroe, The Writings of James 
Monroe, ed. Stanislaus Hamilton, 7 vols"! (New York: G. P. 
Putnam's Sons, 1898-1903), 6:119-23. Also Monroe to Albert 
Gallatin, 26 May 1820, and Monroe to Andrew Jackson, 23 May 
1820, ibid., pp. 131-32, 127-28. Thomas Hart Benton also 
believed that political considerations led to the abandonment 
of Texas. See Benton, Thirty Years View. 2 vols. (New Yorks 
D. Appleton and Co., 1854), 1:15-17. Except for Glover 
Moore's The Missouri Controversy 1819-1821 (Lexington: 
University of Kentucky Press, 1953)1 pp• 344-46, contemporary 
historians have not been prone to ascribe political motives 
to Monroe's negotiations. George Dangerfield, The Era of 
Good Feelings (New York: Harcourt, Brance and Worlds, 1952), 
pi 143, concludes that Jackson's incursion into Florida in 
1818 forced Monroe togive up Texas in order to appease 
Spain. Samuel F. Bemis, in John Quincv Adams and the 
Foundations of American Foreign Policy (New York: Alfred A. 
Knopf, 1949), p. 321, argues that Monroe had been willing 
to give up the American claim to Texas as early as 1806. See 
also Harry Ammon, James Monroe: The Quest for National Identitv 
(New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1971), pp. 444-45. 
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According to his philosophy, American expansion was part of 

the divine order. Despite his expansionist views, Adams, 

following the President's instructions, reluctantly agreed 

to drop the Texas claim and instead settled the boundary 

at the Sabine. He did, however, successfully negotiate for 

a corridor out to the Pacific. Adams always considered 

the Adams-Onxs treaty to be his most noteworthy accomplishment 

and admitted some years later that the surrender of Texas 

£ 
was probably necessary to ensure Spanish ratification. 

The terms of the treaty stipulated that each country 

had six months for ratification. On 24 February 1819, two 

days after Adams had signed the treaty, the Senate by a 

unanimous vote ratified it. Monroe's strategy to sacrifice 

Texas and thereby separate the treaty from the debate on 

slavery extension had apparently worked. Southerners could 

point to their security gains in Florida while northern 

6 
Statements by Adams on American expansion in general 

and the treaty in particular can be found in Walter LaFeber, 
ed., J. Q. Adams and American Continental Empire (Chicago! 
Quadrangle Books, 1965), pp. 14-15, 36-37, 86-87; John Quincy 
Adams, Memoirs Comprising Portions of His Diarv from 1795-
1848, ed. Charles Francis Adams, 12 vols. (1874-1877; reprint 
ed., Freeports Books for Libraries Press, 1969), 4:437-39 
(hereafter cited as Adams, Memoirs). Most historians agree 
that the Transcontinental treaty was Adams's greatest 
accomplishment. See Bemis, John Quincy Adams and the Foundations 
of American Foreign Policy, pp. 340, 566-71; Dexter Perkins, 
"John Quincy Adams," in The American Secretaries of State 
and Their Diplomacy, ed. Samuel F. Bemis, 18 "vols. (New York: 
Cooper Square Publishers, 1963), 4:108-10; Marie Hecht, 
John Quincy Adams: A Personal History of an Independent Man 
(New York: Macmillan Co., 1972), p^ 300. For a more critical 
view of Adams and the surrender of Texas see Bennett Clark, 
John Quincy Adams (Boston: little, Brown and Co., 1932), pp.151-52. 



commercial interests could look at the newly acquired claim 

to the Pacific coast as a potential economic "boon. This 

sectional accommodation erased any potential opposition in 

the Senate. As news of the treaty and its ratification 

spread, the overwhelming majority in the country heralded 

it as a red-letter achievement. The influential National 

Intelligencer reported that the treaty was better than anyone 

expected "because it solved all three of the major controversies 

with Spain: the Floridas were now American, the claims issue 

had "been settled, and the western "boundary had "been drawn. 

According to this Washington paper, the American territorial 

appetite had "been sated. The Niles Register also gave the 

agreement high marks "but feared that the sacrifice of Texas 

would spark opposition in the West. 

Monroe too had "been apprehensive about the western 

response to the treaty but the positive Senate action helped 

to reassure him. He only hoped that a quick Spanish rati-

fication would silence any growing opposition. Unfortunately, 

the Spanish chose to procrastinate on ratification, and, 

despite American prodding, allowed the ratification deadline 

to pass without any definite action. While the King was 

considering the treaty, western and southern opposition 

began to mount. Newspapers in those sections began taking 

pot-shots at the agreement. Thomas Ritchie's Richmond 

?Annals of Congress. 15 Cong., 2 Sess., 2s2135; National 
Intelligencer. 25 February, 1 March, k, 8 May, 28 August, 
7 October 1819; Niles 16 (February 27, 1819), p. 3-
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Enquirer demanded "elbow room "to "the west" for "the slave 

states, especially in view of the Missouri Compromise. 

The Frankfort, Kentucky, Argus of Western America agreed, 

stating that the retention of Texas was essential to the 

maintenance of the sectional "balance of power. The St. Louis 

Enquirer reported that Texas was "a thousand times more 

valuable than Florida" and essential to the security of the 

8 

western emporium, New Orleans. 

The most damaging attacks on the treaty came from 

Kentuckian Henry Clay, Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Since Spain had refused to ratify the Adams-Onis agreement 

in the specified six month period, Clay claimed that the 

treaty was no longer "binding on the United States and, as 

a result, the Monroe administration should reassert the 

American claim to Texas. Though doubtful of success, Harry 

of the West sought to erect some congressional obstacles to 

Monroe's surrendering of Texas. On 3 April 1820, he intro-

duced in the House two resolutions designed to block the 

treaty. The first declared that Texas was American territory 

and could not be ceded to Spain or to any other foreign 

power without congressional approval. The second resolution 

asserted that the treaty did not provide adequate compensation 

for the transfer of Texas. In his speech defending his 

resolutions, Clay argued that the American claim to the 

8 
Edwin Dale Odom, unpublished manuscript, in the author's 

possession, Denton, Texas; St. Louis Enquirer, 9 June 1819* 
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Rio Grande was just and that Florida, even with the treaty's 

rejection, was sure to fall to the United States. Despite 

Clay's political clout, the combination of Monroe's influence 

and congressional preoccupation with the Missouri question 

doomed his resolutions. After a debate of some days, the 

House dropped consideration of the Speaker's resolutions.^ 

A young St. Louis attorney, Thomas Hart Benton, joined 

Clay in castigating the treaty. Benton, always one to speak 

his mind, penned numerous vitriolic articles against the 

Spanish-American treaty. Speaking as a Missourian and a 

westerner, Old Bullion wrote that the treaty "dismembered" 

the Mississippi valley, it placed a decadent Spain too 

close to New Orleans, and it established a "wilderness 

barrier" between Missouri and New Mexico, an obvious obstacle 

to trade. More importantly, the treaty, in combination with 

the Missouri Compromise line and the Northwest Ordinance of 

1787, foreshadowed a political power shift beneficial to the 

North. By their restrictions on slavery, these measures 

virtually ensured the future control of Congress for the 

9 
A complete transcript of Clay's speech can be found in 

Henry Clay, The Life and Speeches of the Hon. Henry Clay, ed. 
Daniel Mallory, 2 vols. (New Yorks Robert P. Bixby and Co., 
18M0 » 1:392-40^. For a good account of the debate in 
the House see National Intelligencer. 20, 22, 25, 26 April 
1820. Clay reveals his motives for his Texas stand in two 
letters, Clay to Adam Beatty, 22 January 1820, Henry Clay, 
The Private Correspondence of Henry Clay, ed. Calvin Colton 
TCincinnatis H. W. Derby, 1856), p. 6l; Clay to John J. 
Crittenden, 29 January 1820, John J. Crittenden Papers, 
Library of Congress, Washington, D.C., microfilm. 
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free states. These same measures also put a damper on 

southern and western growth "by restricting it to Florida 

and Arkansas. Unlike the free states, the slave states 

had no room for expansion, being "blocked in the north by 

the 36°301 line, in the east by the Atlantic, in the south 

by the Gulf of Mexico, and in the west by Spanish Texas. 

Benton concluded that Adams concocted the scheme to cede 

10 

Texas in order to stifle western and southern growth. 

Opposition to the Adams-Onis treaty took other less 

rhetorical forms. Ex-president Thomas Jefferson expressed, 

privately to Monroe and to his friends, his disappointment 

in the pact because it gave away potentially sugar-rich 

Texas. Like Clay, the sage of Monticello predicted that 

Florida would have inevitably fallen to the United States 

without the surrender of Texas. The most dramatic opposition, 

however, came from filibusterer-adventurer, James Long. 

While the other opponents of the treaty talked, Long acted. 

Leading a rag-tag army of free-booters, Long, bitter over 

the relinquishment of the American claim to Texas, invaded 

the Spanish province in the summer of 1819 and promptly 

raised the standard of independence. Just as promptly, 
10 
Benton, Thirty Years View, vol. 1, pp. 15-17; William 

Meigs, The Life of Thomas Hart Benton (Philadelphia: J. B. 
Lippincott Co.,1904),pp. 97-101. Benton's articles against 
the treaty appeared in the St. Louis Enquirer. Ik April, 9 June, 
13 November, 4, 8, 30 December I8I9. Though Benton had 
been convinced that Adams was behind the cession of Texas in 
1819, he later changed his mind and concluded that Monroe 
instructed him to do it. 
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a Spanish force, in October, drove the ex-army surgeon and 

the remaining survivors of his expedition east across the 

Sabine. Long's Texas Republic collapsed. Despite another 

feeble attempt to revolutionize Texas in 1820-1821, Long 

never achieved his goal of creating an independent nation. 

The Monroe administration watched these escapades very 

closely but refused to aid the would-be state maker. Spain, 

too, paid close attention to Long's exploits and concluded 

that Washington was behind his attempts. Indeed, one of the 

reasons Spain gave for not immediately ratifying the Adams-Onis 

11 

treaty was the Long invasion. 

Monroe and Adams realized that the only way to silence 

this sporadic western and southern opposition was to reopen 

negotiations and insist upon Texas. But they also knew that 

if successful, the new treaty would spark even more enemies, 

this time in the populous North and East. Hoping to be 

the broker of sectional interests, the stately Virginian 

decided to stand firm on the treaty terms and await favorable 

11 
For Jefferson's views on the treaty see Jefferson to 

Monroe, 14 May 1820, in George Rives, The United States and 
Mexico, 2 vols. (New York! Charles Scribner's and Sons, 1913), 
1s23» Jefferson to Henry Dearborn, 5 July 1819, Thomas 
Jefferson, The Writings of Thomas Jefferson. Monticello Edition, 
ed. Albert Bergh, 20 vols. (Washington: Thomas Jefferson 
Memorial Association, 1904), 19s271-72. The best discussion 
of the Long expedition is Harris G. Warren, The Sword Was 
Their Passport (Baton Rouges Louisiana State University Press, 
19^3)ipp» 233-5^• The United States government denied any 
involvement in the Long affair in John Forsyth to the Duke 
of San Fernando and Quiroga, 18 October 1819, Annals of 
Congress. 16 Cong., 2 Sess., Appendix, 2sl382. 
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Spanish action. In the meantime, he concluded that Clay 

and his antitreaty supporters had little chance of "blocking 

the Senate's reratification, provided Spain accept the treaty 

without much more delay. 

Despite his confidence, Monroe sought to head off 

further western opposition "by obtaining support of the treaty 

from the Hero of New Orleans, Andrew Jackson. Jackson's 

reputation as an Indian fighter and as the vanquisher of the 

British made him perhaps the most influential westerner in 

the country. His support of, or at least silence on, the 

treaty would undoubtedly guarantee its success. Jackson 

was more than accommodating. In letters to both Monroe and 

his secretary of war, John C. Calhoun, he threw his influence 

behind the treaty. The sage of the Hermitage justified his 

support by arguing that the acquisition of the Floridas, 

as provided in the treaty, was essential to the protection 

of New Orleans. Texas, on the other hand, was not. No 

military commander in his right mind would choose to march 

through Texas in order to invade New Orleans, assured the 

Florida-minded General. Always the strategist, Jackson 

concluded, "Texas for the present we could well do without. 

But without the Floridas our lower country cannot be made 

secure, and our Navy cannot afford protection to it in 

time of War." Monroe received Jackson's letter in the summer 

of 1820; its good news portended other long-awaited developments. 

12 
For Jackson's views of the treaty see Jackson to 
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Late "thai: same year news reached "the United States that 

on 24 October 1820, the Spanish Cortes, strengthened by 

revolutionary reforms, had at last ratified the Adams-Onis 

agreement. The two year delay had been the result of disputed 

Monroe, 20 June 1820 and Jackson to Calhoun, 21 December 1820, 
in Andrew Jackson, Correspondence of Andrew Jackson, ed. John 
Spencer Bassett, 6 vols. (Washington: Carnegie Institution 
of Washington, 1933), 3s28, 35 (hereafter cited as Bassett,ed., 
Correspondence of Jackson). The quote in the text is from 
the second letter. Jackson later denied that he gave his 
approval to the Adams-Onis treaty. In the 1830s and_1840s 
he and Adams exchanged bitter accusations on this point. 
Adams claimed that Jackson approved the treaty terms even 
before the treaty was signed in February, 1819- See Adams 
to John Spear Smith, 27 May 1844, Letterbook, Adams_Family 
Papers, Massachusetts Historical Society, Boston, microfilm; 
Niles 6? (November 23, 1844), pp. 188-89. Jackson denied 
Adams's charge and countered by accusing him of surrendering 
Texas needlessly. The basis of Jackson's argument came from 
George W. Erving, the American minister to Spain at the time 
of the treaty negotiations. Erving claimed that the Spanish 
had agreed to a tentative boundary west of the Sabine river 
before the treaty was signed. After this, however, the 
negotiations were moved to Washington where Adams assumed 
personal control. Obviously, thought Jackson, the hostile 
Secretary of State failed to pursue this western boundary 
because he wanted to stifle the growth of the West. For 
these so-called "Erving claims" see Jackson to Amos Kendall, 
15 January 1845, Bassett,ed., Correspondence of Jackson, 
vol. 6, pp. 364-65; Jackson to General Robert Armstrong, 
22 October 1844, Niles 6? (November 16, 1844), p. 171. 
Jackson did eventually admit that he approved the treaty 
after it was signed but before he knew anything of the Erving 
claims. See the Kendall letter cited above. Adams referred 
to Erving and Jackson as liars, Boston Atlas, 9 October 1844. 
Richard R. Stenburg, "Andrew Jackson and the Erving Affidavit," 
Southwestern Historical Quarterly 4l (1937)* 142-53> accuses 
Jackson of distorting and exaggerating the claims made by 
Erving. Robert Remini speculates that Jackson approved the 
treaty in order to expedite Its passage and thereby quell 
the discussion on it. Since Congress was considering 
censuring him for his Florida invasion of 1818, he hoped 
that eventual ratification of the treaty would divert 
attentions away from Florida and, more importantly, his 
censure. Remini, Andrew Jackson and the Course of American 
Empire, 1767-1821 (New York: Harper and Row, 1977). pp. 389-90. 
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land grants in Florida, "the Long expedition, and the King's 

own precarious position in the country. Only after a 

revolution in 1820 changed the constitution requiring the 

Cortes to ratify all treaties ceding Spanish land, did 

Spain agree to the treaty's terms. Monroe was elated over 

this news and felt that the treaty should he submitted 

again to the Senate. Almost immediately the President sent 

the treaty to Capitol Hill for reconsideration and ratification. 

On 19 February 1821, almost two years to the day from the 

first ratification, the Senate reratified the pact "by an 

overwhelming majority. Four western senators voted against 

it "but this token opposition was ineffective. Monroe could 

breathe a sigh of relief for the treaty had been approved 

and sectional interests had been reconciled. The only 

13 

casualty in the whole process was Texas. 

Texas could possibly have been acquired by treaty with 

Spain in 1819 had there been an aggressive administration 

willing to press for it. Monroe himself might have pushed 

for the Rio Grande boundary had not the specter of sectionalism 

been raised by the divisive Missouri debates. But once 

Missouri statehood became a symbol of the growing conflict 

13 
^Monroe sent the treaty to the Senate on 13 February 1821. 

James D. Richardson,ed., Messages and Papers of the Presidents, 
10 vols. (Washington? Government Printing Office, I896-I899)» 
2:83-84. The four senators who voted against ratification 
were Johnson of Kentucky, Williams of Tennessee, Brown of 
Louisiana, and Trimble of Ohio. Benton, Thirty Years View, 
vol. 1, p. 17. For news of the ratification see National 
Intelligencer. 20 February 1821. 
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over slavery extension, the President sought to ameliorate 

sectional discord in any way possible. To Monroe, Texas 

became the sacrificial lamb offered to the free states for 

their support of the Adams-Onis treaty. The Missouri Compromise 

and the Transcontinental treaty, when considered together, 

are representative of Monroe's role as a political broker 

and a cautious party leader. The two measures were amazingly 

balanced. The North could be pleased with the restrictions 

on slavery north of the 36°3°' line embodied in the Missouri 

Compromise and with the Pacific corridor and the surrendering 

of Texas in the treaty. The South, on the other hand, could 

point to Missouri's admission as a slave state and the 

acquisition of Florida as political gains. While these 

measures failed to satisfy everyone, they did appeal to the 

vast majority of the nation. After the Senate ratified the 

treaty and Congress admitted Missouri as a slave state, 

Monroe sought to maintain the sectional status quo. 

Monroe's attempt to preserve national unity prompted him 

to ignore the Texas issue for the remainder of his administration. 

When the Texas question resurfaced in 1825, dramatic changes 

had occurred on both sides of the Sabine. East of the river, 

John Quincy Adams had become the new occupant of the White 

House on the basis of a narrow victory over his chief rival, 

Andrew Jackson. West of the Sabine, Mexican nationals were 

fighting Spain for their independence. In spite of these 

changes, one factor remained unchanged: in Adams's administration, 
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like Monroe's "before it, political, more than diplomatic, 

considerations dictated government positions on Texas. 

Long before his election to the presidency in 1824, 

Adams had been an expansionist imbued with the idea that 

the United States had a unique mission to extend its insti-

tutions. This expansionist inclination, coupled with the 

political realities that surrounded his election and admini-

stration, led him to work zealously to acquire Texas. Adams 

realized that the West was rapidly becoming a major factor 

in American politics. This fact became strikingly clear in 

his hard-fought presidential election that saw the leading 

western candidate, Jackson, win a plurality of the popular 

votes. Ironically, the Massachusetts-born Adams, never 

popular in the rough and tumble West, won the run-off 

election in the House only after another westerner, Henry 

Clay, decided to support his candidacy. After his election 

Adams appointed Clay secretary of state. The new President 

and his Secretary soon turned their attention to the acquisition 

of Texas. Adams felt such an achievement might dispel the 

myth that he was an enemy of the West. Indeed, such an 

accomplishment could even attract support from Jackson-

aligned politicos. 

Because of the revolution south of the border, Adams 

recognized that negotiations for Texas would now have to 

be with Mexico rather than with Spain. In 1822 the United 

States had been the first nation to recognize the independence 
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of Mexico and, as a result, won the respect and admiration 

of its people and government. Unfortunately, this respect 

deteriorated over the next two years as the Monroe administration 

tried unsuccessfully to appoint a minister to Mexico. Finally, 

in July, 1824-, Monroe offered the ministership to Joel Roberts 

Poinsett of South Carolina. After a great deal of thought 

Poinsett accepted the appointment. The South Carolinian 

appeared to he ideal for the mission. He was a man of 

intelligence and insight who not only spoke fluent Spanish 

"but had recently returned from a fact finding mission to 

Mexico. His published account of his travels. Notes on 

Mexico, proved that he had a firm grasp of the political 

realities of revolutionary Mexico. After accepting Monroe's 

offer, Poinsett waited eagerly for his instructions and 
ik 

credentials. 

1 if. 
Before Monroe appointed Poinsett, he had offered the 

post to three men? Senator Albert Brown of Mississippi, Andrew 
Jackson, and Ninian Edwards. Each man either declined or 
was unable to accept the President's appointment. James 
Callahan, American Foreign Policy in Mexican Relations (New 
York: Macmillan Co., 1922), pp. 24-30} William R. Manning, 
Early Diplomatic Relations Between the United States and 
Mexico (Baltimore; John Hopkins Press7~19l6), pp.'"*31-̂ 5. 
There are a number of good biographies and studies of Joel 
Poinsett, but the best is James Fred Rippy, Joel R. Poinsett. 
Versatile American (Durham: Duke University Press, 1935). 
Two other good, but less balanced, works are Dorothy M. Parton, 
The Diplomatic Career of Joel Roberts Poinsett (Washington, D.C.: 
Murray and Hester, 1934-) and Herbert E. Putnam, Joel Roberts 
Poinsett: A Political Biography (Washington, D.C.: Mineoform 
Press, 1935). For an extremely favorable view of Poinsett 
and his_actions in^Mexico see Justin Smith, Poinsett's 
Career in Mexico, in Proceedings of the American Antiquarian 
Society for April 19l¥ (Worcesters American Antiquarian 
Society, 19 W 7 
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The newly appointed charge d'affaires did not receive 

his instructions until late March, I825. By that time Clay 

was head of the State Department and he and the President 

had decided to push for Texas. According to Clay's instructions, 

Poinsett was to work towards two goals; the first, to establish 

true "bonds of friendship with Mexico and, the second, to 

define the border between the two nations. Secretary 

Clay pointed out that while the Adams-Onls treaty still 

committed the United States to recognize the Sabine as the 

boundary, the Adams administration would welcome a border 

farther to the west. The minister was to broach this subject 

to the Mexican government in hopes of securing their agreement 

to a new boundary that would give the United States all or 

part of Texas. Clay instructed Poinsett to open negotiations 

if Mexico was willing and, if possible, to redraw the border 

at one of three locations! the Rio Grande, the Brazos, or 

the Colorado river. Any one of these proposed boundaries 

would benefit both countries. By moving the boundary west 

of the Sabine, potential conflicts between Americans and 

Mexicans over navigation rights to the Red and Arkansas 

rivers would be minimized. In fact, such a move would place 

these rivers under American control. Also, a new border 

would help the revolutionary government unify the country 

by placing the capital nearer to the center of Mexico. 

And finally, a renegotiated boundary would place the troublesome 

Comanche Indians under American jurisdiction. Clay suggested 
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that Poinsett use any or all of these arguments to get 

Mexico to the bargaining table. If Mexico remained intran-

sigent, however, the American minister was to agree to the 

boundary outlined in the Transcontinental treaty. 

Clay's dispatch to Poinsett was truly extraordinary. 

The only inducements offered Mexico to give up Texas were 

the specious arguments of geography and convenience. Mexico 

was to cede thousands of miles of land, not because the 

United States had a valid claim to it, but because such 

a cession would better center her capital! This was hardly 

an attractive offer, yet Adams and Clay believed that it 

had a reasonable chance for success. But why did they hold 

this belief? Naivete is not the answer. Both men were 

experienced statesmen, adept at the art of diplomacy. The 

answer lies in their racial and ethnocentric views. To the 

President and his Secretary as well as to most Americans 

of this time, the Mexicans were thought to be culturally 

and institutionally inferior. In the eyes of the American, 

Mexicans were little better than Indians and slaves. So, 

while Adams would have never made such an insulting offer 

to a European nation, he thought it was an appropriate one 

for his southern neighbors. Throughout the years that 

1 *5 
Clay to Poinsett, 26 March 1825, Diplomatic Instructions 

of the Department of State, 1801-1906, Record Group 59, 
National Archives, Washington, D.C., microfilm. 
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the United States tried to acquire Texas, racism helped to 

16 

mold government policy towards Mexico. 

Poinsett, armed with his racist-tinged instructions, 

arrived in Mexico City on 25 May 1825- Once there, he was 

beset with numerous problems that eventually led to the 

failure of his mission. One of the first difficulties 

Poinsett encountered was Mexican suspicions of the United 

States' Latin-American policy. Though Mexico had looked 

to its northern neighbor as a model of modernity and progress 

during the revolution, this feeling soon subsided. Enchantment 

gave way to disillusionment. This disillusionment derived 

from a number of factors including: the unwillingness of 

the United States to aid in Mexico's struggle with Spain, 

the three year delay from Monroe's recognition to Poinsett's 

arrival, and Mexican fears that Americans were secretly 

plotting for Texas. Manuel Zozaya, the Mexican minister to 

the United States, reported that destiny dictated the two 

nations to be "sworn enemies." "The haughtiness of these 

republicans," he wrote, "will not allow them to look upon 

us as equals but merely as inferiors; and in my judgment 

their vanity goes so far as to believe their capital will 
16 
Glenn W. Price, Origins of the War with Mexico; 

The Polk-Stockton Intrigue (Austin: University of Texas 
Press,1967), pp. 16-17 and Gene Brack, Mexico Views 
Manifest Destiny. 1821-1846 (Albuquerque: University of 
New Mexico Press, 1975). pp. 1-81-82. Brack's book is 
particularly helpful in determining Mexican attitudes 
towards the United States. 
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"be that of all the Americans." The Mexicans, it seemed, had 

17 

inherited a fear of the United States from the Spanish. 

If the Mexicans did indeed inherit this fear, the British 

were doing their best to reinforce it. Poinsett found that 

Britain was doing everything in its power to foil American 

policy in Mexico, particularly the Adams administration's 

push for Texas. Great Britain viewed any further American 

expansion into the Southwest as a potential threat to its 

commercial interests in Mexico, Central and South America. 

To Her Majesty's government, Texas by itself was unimportant. 

But if the United States acquired Texas, the British feared 

that the path would be open for subsequent American expansion 

south of the Rio Grande into areas where British investments 

and interests were growing daily. Because of Britain's 

apprehensions, the Canning ministry in the 1820s sought to 

stabilize and befriend Mexico in an attempt to establish an 

effective bulwark against any future American expansion. 

Texas, of course, was to be the bulwark. Canning hoped 

that close ties to Mexico would also lead to increased 

British influence in other Latin American nations. The 

British were trying desperately to keep a European foothold 

in the Americas and to prevent American influence from 

dividing the world into two rival camps: an American-led 

"^Brack, Mexico Views Manifest Destiny, pp. 16-28. 
The Zozaya quote can be found in Putnam, Joel Roberts 
Poinsett, p. 71. 
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republican camp in the Western Hemisphere and a European bloc 

in the Eastern. Any such division would close American 

18 

markets for Britain and injure her trade. 

Henry George Ward, the British charge d'affaires in 

Mexico from 1825 to 1827, ardently promoted his government's 

policy by cultivating Mexican suspicion of the United States. 

Poinsett soon realized that in order to accomplish his goals, 

Ward's influence with the Mexican government would have to 

be countered. But this would not be an easy task. By the 

time the American charge arrived in the capital, the ram-

bunctious Ward already had the ear of the Mexican President. 

And he was using it to British advantage. Throughout his 

tenure as charge, Ward told Mexican officials that the 

United States was plotting to take Texas by negotiations 

if possible, by subterfuge and subversion if necessary. 

He suggested that if Poinsett's negotiations failed to obtain 

Texas, then the Americans migrating there would form the 

vanguard of a revolutionary movement. He further warned 

the government that this migration posed a threat to Mexican 

sovereignty over Texas and should be stopped. Mexico took 

heed and in 1827 sent a commission to Texas under the 

1 R 
James Fred Rippy, Latin America in World Politics 

(New York: Alfred A. Knopfl 1928), pp. 58-59, £8-71; 
Rivalry of the United States and Great Britain Over Latin 
America, 1808-1830 (Baltimore» Johns Hopkins Press, 1929), 
pp. 71, 91-93- The works of Rippy still remain the most 
comprehensive and insightful on the role Latin America 
played in world politics. 
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leadership of General Manuel Mier y Teran to report on 

19 

conditions in this Mexican "borderland. 

Poinsett found that Ward's warnings made his job 

doubly difficult. On 12 July 1825. the American charge had 

his first meeting with Mexican Foreign Minister Lucas Alaman 

but, because of the British-cultivated Mexican suspicions, 

he decided not to bring up the proposed boundary adjustment. 

He feared any such mention of an American desire for Texas 

would only verify Mexican fears. In a dispatch to Clay 

written two days after this discussion, Poinsett predicted 

that time and patience would eventually change Mexico's minds 
It appears to me that it will be important to gain 
time if we wish to extend our territory beyond the 
boundary agreed upon by the treaty of 1819• Most 
of the good land from the Colorado to the Sabine 
had been granted by the State of Texas and is 
rapidly peopling with either grantees or squatters 
from the United States, a population they will find 
difficult to govern, and perhaps after a short time 
they may not be so averse to part with that portion 
of their territory as they are at present. 

A month later the South Carolinian reported that charges 

had been made in the Mexican Congress accusing the Adams 

administration of having evil designs on Texas. In light 

of these growing suspicions, Poinsett tabled any discussions 

about Texas and decided to pursue a policy of watchful waiting. 

"^Rippy, Latin America in World Politics, pp. 77-851 
Rivalry of the United States and Great Britain Over Latin 
America, pp~! 93-96, 98-106; Callahan, American Foreign Policy 
in Mexican Relations, p. 35; Parton, The Diplomatic Career 
of Joel Roberts Poinsett, pp. 121-22. 

20 
For the Poinsett quote see Poinsett to Clay, 27 July 1825, 

20 
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Poinsett did not have to wait long. Just as he had 

predicted, some of the American residents in Texas did 

indeed prove difficult to manage. In 1826-1827. Haden 

Edwards, a disgruntled American enrpresario, after a dispute 

with the Mexican authorities, led a brief and unsuccessful 

uprising in Texas. Mexican troops, aided by Stephen F. 

Austin and his loyal settlers, quickly crushed this so-called 

Fredonian revolution. Though the United States had nothing 

to do with starting or aiding this abortive revolt, Secretary 

of State Clay was quite willing to take advantage of it. 

In March, 1827, the Secretary formulated new instructions 

for Poinsett and sent them immediately to Mexico City. 

These instructions outlined new terms and new arguments 

for the charge to use whenever he reopened the Texas negotiation. 

In any future bargaining with Mexico, Clay suggested 

that Poinsett point to the Fredonian revolt as evidence that 

collisions between Americans and Mexicans in Texas were 

inevitable. Differences in culture and customs made them 

so. Furthermore, such conflicts would only serve to strain 

relations between the two nations because Mexico would 

mistakenly blame them on the United States. The only way to 

prevent these unfortunate occurrences was to move the boundary 

west of the Sabine. Clay, sweetening the pot from the last 

American overture, authorized Poinsett to offer $1,000,000 

Despatches From United States Ministers to Mexico, 1823-
1906, Record Group 59. National Archives, Washington, D.C., 
microfilm. See also Poinsett to Clay, 5» 10 August 1825. ibid. 
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to the Mexican government if it would agree to a boundary 

running from the Rio Grande to the Pecos river, thence 

north to the Arkansas, and then following that river to 

the forty-second parallel. If Mexico refused, then the 

charge was to offer half that amount for a line running 

from the Colorado river to its source, then due north to 

the Arkansas, following that river along the course traced 

by the Adams-Onxs treaty. These instructions clearly indicate 

that the Adams administration was still interested in 

21 
obtaining Texas. 

Despite this interest, the acquisition of Texas was to 

elude Adams. After receiving these new instructions, the 

ever cautious Poinsett approached Mexican authorities in 

an unofficial capacity to sound them out. Several informal 

discussions convinced the South Carolinian that any attempt 

to purchase a more westwardly boundary would only create 

ill feelings. Moreover, government officials told him that 

the federal constitution prohibited any dismemberment of 

Mexican land, thus making the purchase scheme unfeasible. 

In a revealing dispatch to Clay, Poinsett summed up his 

motives for inactions 

This government and people have been kept purposely 
in a continual state of excitement upon this very 
delicate question. We have been represented by the 
agents of certain European powers as the natural 
enemies of Mexico; and our desire to make alterations 

P1 
Clay to Poinsett, 15 March 1827, Diplomatic Instructions 

of the Department of State, 1801-1906, ibid. 
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in the treaty of limits concluded with Spain and to 
deprive them of a portion of their territory was 
constantly urged in proof of our bad faith and 
insatiable ambition. It became necessary, therefore, 
for me to use very cautious language upon this subject, 
and in all my conversations and notes in relation to 
the question of limits to endeavor, if any change were 
made, that it should be at the suggestion of this 
government.... 

Because of this assessment, the American charge instead 

negotiated for a treaty of limits with Mexico based on 

the boundary agreed upon with Spain in 1819* By mid-February, 

1828, Poinsett had signed two treaties with Mexico: the first, 

agreeing to the Sabine river as the boundary between the 

two countries and, the second, a treaty of friendship and 

commerce. Though the American Senate was quick to ratify 

these pacts, internal instability prevented Mexican rati-

fication within the allotted time period. A disappointed 

22 

Poinsett relayed the news to Washington. 

The same internal instability and political in-fighting 

in Mexico that prevented the ratification of the two treaties 

also led to a demand for Poinsett's recall in 1829-

The Mexican government accused him of dabbling in the 

political and domestic affairs of the Republic. Throughout 

the charge's tenure in Mexico, two political factions—the 

conservatives and the federalists—vied for control of the 

Poinsett to Clay, 8 January, 7f 22 February 1828, 
Despatches From United States Ministers to Mexico, 1823-1906, 
ibid. The quote is from the 7 February letter. For a discussion 
of the two treaties see William R. Manning, "Texas and the 
Boundary Issue, 1822-1829," Southwestern Historical Quarterly 
17 (191*0 s 238-45. 
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government. The conservatives advocated a centralized 

government, close ties to Europe, the maintenance of a rigid 

Catholicism, and a strong army under national control. 

Conversely, the federalists pushed for a federal system 

similar to that of their northern neighbor, a severing of 

ties with Europe, and an end to the corporate privileges 

of the Church. The conservatives worked closely with the 

British and with the Scottish Rite Masons' organizations 

in Mexico. The federalists, on the other hand, were more 

sympathetic towards the United States and were struggling 

to establish York Rite Mason groups to counter the conser-

vatives. The federalists approached Poinsett, himself a 

York Rite Mason, and asked his assistance in securing a 

charter for the Mexican groups. Not knowing their political 

23 

purpose, Poinsett agreed. 

After the charter had been granted and Poinsett realized 

that these Mason organizations were mere fronts for political 

groups, he stopped attending their meetings. Unfortunately, 

the damage had been done. The conservatives viewed his 

actions as being aimed at promoting American interests and, 

in 1828, began to pressure for his recall. Also in that year, 
23 
Parton, The Diplomatic Career of Joel Roberts Poinsett, 

pp. 98-99; Smith, Poinsett's Career in Mexico, pp. 5-15« 
Brack, Mexico Views Manifest Destiny, pp. 30-37* Before 
Poinsett arrived in Mexico City, five York lodges had already 
been formed. Contrary to the attacks of his enemies, he 
did not organize the York Masons in Mexico, he only helped 
them to secure a charter. Poinsett comes to his own defense 
i-n Niles 33 (September 1, 1827), PP* 24-26. 
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the federalists placed their own candidate, Vicente Guerrero, 

in the President's chair. Guerrero initially defended 

Poinsett hut the conservative attacks did not subside. 

In 1829 the President had little choice hut to ask for the 

charge's recall. Though the American government exonerated 

Poinsett of all charges of meddling in Mexican politics, 

it did comply with the request and recalled the charg^ in 

October, 1829. Poinsett took formal leave on 25 December 

1829, two days after his replacement, Anthony Butler, arrived, 

and three days after Anastasio Bustamante had driven the 

2k 

federalist Guerrero from the palace. 

The Poinsett mission had been a total failure. Not 

one of the original goals first formulated by Adams and Clay 

in 1825 had been accomplished. Texas remained in Mexico's 

grasp while the two treaties negotiated by Poinsett, establishing 
oh, . ^ 
For Poinsett s recall see Van Buren to Poinsett, 16, 

17 October 1829, House Executive Documents, no. 351 (25 Cong., 
2 Sess.), serial set 332. Both presidents Adams and later 
Jackson defended Poinsett's actions in Mexico. See Adams to 
Clay, 31 August 1827, Letterbook, Adams Family Papers. Register 
of Debates, vol. 6, Appendix, p. 6. Jan Bazant sees the 
conservatives' attack on Poinsett as an attack by the middle 
and upper classes in Mexico against Guerrero and the progressive 
measures he was enacting as president. Not having enough 
strength to attack Guerrero, the man of the people, the 
conservatives instead concentrated their criticism on 
Poinsett. Bazant writes that these attacks "were only preludes 
designed to prepare the country psychologically for the 
removal of Guerrero himself, a screen behind which an army 
revolt was brewing." According to this Mexican historian, 
the conservatives criticized Poinsett not for meddling in 
Mexican politics but for his close association with the 
Guerrero government. Bazant, A Concise History of Mexico from 
Hidalgo to Cardenas. 1805-19^0 "(Londons Cambridge University 
Press, 1977), pp. k2-4^. 
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a definite border and extending American trade, failed to 

receive Mexican ratification. Even worse, rather than assuage 

the Mexican fears and suspicions of the United States, 

Poinsett, by making indirect proffers for Texas and by 

participating, albeit innocently, in Mexican politics, 

served to strengthen them. Poinsett returned to the United 

States convinced that no American administration could ever 

expect to extend the southwestern boundary beyond the Sabine 

without sparking a quarrel with Mexico which would drive her 

to seek a European alliance. Few listened to the South 

2 *5 

Carolinian's sage advice. 

The failure to acquire Texas was not Adams's only 

setback. A more serious one came in November, 1828, when 

his political foe, Andrew Jackson, defeated him in the 

presidential election. Despite the very real educational, 

attitudinal, political, and philosophical differences 

between the two men, both found in the 1820s, at least, a 

common ground for agreement. Not surprisingly, this ground 

was located west of the Sabine river. 

^Poinsett to Van Buren, 22 July 1829» House Executive 
Documents, no. 351 (25 Cong., 2 Sess.), serial set 332. 



CHAPTER II 

JACKSON ATTEMPTS TO PURCHASE TEXAS 

Andrew Jackson became President on 4- March 1829» in an 

inauguration ceremony marked by mayhem and madness. For 

the next decade and a half his strong personality dominated 

American politics, attracting fanatical followers as well 

as creating bitter enemies. Controversy surrounded his 

every move. This controversy is no where more apparent 

than in the Old Hero's position on Texas. From his inau-

guration until his death in 1845, Jackson worked diligently 

for the acquisition of Texas. His untiring effort, however, 

sparked charges from his enemies of using collusion, conspiracy, 

and bribery to achieve his goal. 

Jackson turned his attention to Texas only a few months 

after moving into the White House. In August, 1829» he 

informed his secretary of state, Martin Van Buren, to prepare 

new instructions for the American charge/ in Mexico. In 

several notes to the Secretary} Old Hickory revealed the 

motives behind his Texas push and outlined the inducements 

he intended to offer Mexico for the sacrifice of her north-

eastern borderland. Clearly, Jackson's perception of national 

security interests coupled with a desire to acquire California, 

motivated him to work for Texas. His stand as President 

32 
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represented a dramatic change from "the position he had out-

lined to Monroe and Calhoun in 1820. 

By 1829 the newly elected President, like Adams "before 

him, considered the Sabine boundary to be inappropriate and 

inadequate. It was inappropriate because it placed a foreign 

nation too close to the New Orleans trading center and it 

was inadequate because it failed to provide a formidable 

natural barrier between Mexico and the United States. After 

examining Texas maps, the General concluded that the Nueces 

river would be the ideal border. Not only was the Nueces 

a safe distance from the Crescent City, but the arid region 

west of the river would suffice as the natural barrier 

Jackson desired. Old Hickory was willing to pay as much 

as $5,000,000 for just this border. Cognizant of Mexico's 

numerous economic and political problems, the President 

speculated that the revolutionary government would jump 

at such a deal. Once the two countries agreed to the Nueces 

boundary, security in both would be greatly enhanced, con-
1 

jectured the Chief Executive. 

In addition to increased security in the Southwest, 

Jackson staunchly believed that the acquisition of Texas 

would also lead to economic benefits. Once Texas was in 

American hands, the path was open for expansion to the Pacific 

1 
Jackson's initial motives for seeking to acquire Texas 

are revealed In his Notes on Poinsett's Instructions, Bassett, 
ed., Correspondence of Jackson, vol. k, pp. 58-59; Jackson 
to Van Buren, 12, 13, 15 August 1829, Martin Van Buren 
Papers, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C., microfilm. 
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coast. Texas, then, was to "be a stepping stone to California 

and to the lucrative trade of the Far East. In the l^Os 

Jackson admitted as much when he exclaimed, "We want Texas 

"because we want California." Anglophobia, too, shaped the 

Old Hero's expansionist attitudes. He feared that under the 

tenuous control of Mexico, Texas and California presented 

tempting opportunities for the extension of British influence 

in North America. British ascendancy in these areas would 

block further American expansion, thus limiting future terri-

torial and economic growth. This combination of economic hopes 

and security fears prompted the President to hasten Van Buren's 

preparation of new instructions for the acquisition of Texas— 
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the first step in a well-laid scheme for continental expansion. 

The Secretary of State acted swiftly, shaping the Chief 

Executive's scribbled notes and disjointed reflections on 

Texas into a diplomatic dispatch. On 25 August 1829, Van Buren 

sent his dispatch by special messenger to the American charge 

in Mexico, Poinsett. The messenger assigned to deliver 

these new instructions was South Carolinian, Anthony Butler, 

an acquaintance of Jackson's. Before this dispatch reached 

Mexico City, however, the State Department had recalled 

Poinsett and appointed Butler in his place. Though this 

2 
Ibid. For the quote on California see William Kennedy 

to Lord Aberdeen, 20 December 18̂ -5. Ephraim Adams, ed. , 
"Correspondence from the British Archives Concerning Texas, 
1837-1846," Southwestern Historical Quarterly 21 (1917)'71-
72. See also William Goetzman, When the Eagle Screamed 
(New York; John Wiley and Sons, 1966), pp. 21-23• 
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appointment was hastily made, the South Carolinian seemed 

qualified for the post. He had traveled extensively throughout 

Mexico and Texas and, in 1829, after arriving in Washington 

for Jackson's inauguration, had submitted a detailed set 

of notes to the President. In these notes Butler proposed 

numerous arguments for the acquisition of Texas, outlined 

the geographical characteristics of the land west of the 

Sabine, and commented on political conditions in Mexico. 

These observations, in fact, helped to influence Jackson's 

own Texas position and convinced him that he and the South 

Carolinian shared many ideas on expansion. Seeing eye to 

eye on Texas, the President had few qualms in replacing 

Poinsett with Butler. Consequently, on 16 October 1829, 

the State Department sent Butler the good newss he was now 
/ Q 

the American charge d'affaires in Mexico. 

3 
Van Buren to Poinsett, 25 August 1829, Martin Yan Buren 

Papers. Though no biography of Butler has yet appeared a good 
biographical sketch can be found in Robert A. Carter, Jr., 
"Anthony Butler and His Mission to Mexico" (Master's thesis, 
University of Texas, 1952), chapter 1. Butler's notes empha-
sized five points in regard to the acquisition of Texass the 
Nueces should be the boundary, the Sabine was never intended 
to be the United States' western boundary, the cession of 
Texas would relieve Mexico of a burden, the money received 
for Texas could aid the Mexican cause against recent Spanish 
attempts at reconquest, and since Texas was destined to 
break away from Mexico, it should be sold to the United States. 
Anthony Butler, Notes on Texas, 11 August 1829, Van Buren 
Papers. Jackson, after reading Butler's notes, said that 
they strengthened his own position. The President concluded! 
"Now is the time for the extension of the western boundary...." 
Unsigned note in Jackson's handwriting, 15 August 1829, ibid. 
For Van Buren*s dispatch to Butler informing him of his 
appointment and instructing him on his mission see Van Buren 
to Butler, 16 October 1829, House Executive Documents, no. 351 
(25 Cong., 2 Sess.), serial set 332. 



36 

The new charge's official instructions said nothing 

about reopening negotiations for Texas. Instead they 

cautioned him to stay out of Mexican domestic affairs and 

encouraged him to establish cordial ties "between the two 

governments. Quite simply he was to repair the damage done 

during Poinsett's tenure as charge. These instructions 

from Van Buren were merely a diplomatic cover, however. 

Butler's true instructions came from the President himself 

in a letter marked "strictly confidential." In this letter 

dated 10 October 1829, Jackson instructed him to work towards 

two objectivest the first, Mexican ratification of a treaty 

of commerce and, the second, the acquisition of Texas. 

Unfamiliar with the subtle and sometimes devious art of 

diplomacy, the charge read and then reread the President's 

instructions. For as long as he lived he would never forget 

this letter which he labeled a "Remarkable communication."^ 

Jackson's letter was indeed a "Remarkable communication" 

for it reflected the intensity of his obsession of obtaining 

Texas and intimated that deviousness was not to be overlooked 

as a tool to promote policy. The General instructed the new 

envoy to offer Mexico up to $5>000,000 for the cession of 

Texas from the Nueces to the Sabine. Once the money changed 

k 
The citation for Van Buren's instructions can be found 

in the preceding note. For Jackson's instructions see 
Jackson to Butler, 10 October 1829, Anthony Butler Papers, 
Eugene C. Barker Texas History Center, Austin, Texas. 
Jackson reiterated his desire for Texas nine days later, 
Jackson to Butler, 19 October 1829, Bassett,ed., Corres-
pondence of Jackson, vol. k, p. 82. 
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hands, the President admitted that he did not care in whose 

pocket it ended up or how it was spent. He even implied 

that part of the sum could he used to appeal to the self-

interests of government officials? "I scarcely ever knew 

a Spaniard," he wrote, "who was not the slave of averice [sic.] , 

and it is not improbable that this weakness may be worth a 

great deal to us, in this case." Jackson also recommended 

that Butler show his innocuous official instructions (those 

from Van Buren) to Mexican government officials in order 

to win their trust and to put them off their guard on Texas. 

The oblique Jackson suggested: 

It is all important that these instructions are 
shown to the Mexican officials of your own mere 
will, and begging atthe same time that it may not 
be known to us—but in such a manner as to induce 
a belief that it must be kept a profound secret 
from your own government, as on that event, it 
would destroy you. 

The President concluded by giving the charge strict orders 

to "burn" the letter after reading it.-̂  

This was one order that Butler failed to follow; he 

chose to keep the letter. After several perusals of Jackson's 

provocative and suggestive communication, the charge' concluded 

that the President had given him a virtual free hand in 

negotiating for Texas. In addition, Butler believed that 

the tone of the letter clearly indicated that the White 

House was more interested in results than in methods. 

^The quotations in this paragraph all came from the 
10 October 1829 letter cited above. 



38 

Butler would find out later that he misinterpreted the 

President's intentions. 

In the meantime, however, the South Carolina native, 

hoping to further his own career, and to please Jackson, 

interpreted his instructions as he saw fit and worked 

zealously as charge'. Unburdened by principles and ethics, 

Butler "bribed, "bullied, cajoled, and conspired for the 

Mexican province of Texas. Despite his unconscienced 

flexibility as to the method of acquiring Texas, the minister 

found his mission plagued with countless complications and 

obstacles. As Poinsett had discovered, the frequent 

government changes in Mexico, the growing schism between 

the Texans and the National government, and the increased 

suspicion of American policy all made negotiations for Texas 

next to impossible. Butler, too, had to contend with these 

problems in addition to another one just as formidable--

Andrew Jackson. The charge soon realized that the sage of 

the Hermitage was unwilling to sanction some of his more 

6 daring plans to acquire Texas. 

£ 
Most historians who have examined Butler's mission to 

Mexico have been particularly critical of Poinsett's replacement. 
Of these historians, not one has used Butler's own personal 
papers to give his side of the many controversies that 
surrounded his mission. As a result, after reading only 
the official published documents, the consensus view of 
Butler remains critical. Justin Smith has labeled him 
a "bully and swashbuckler" and even worse, "a cantankerous, 
incompetent rascal." Smith, The War With Mexico. 2 vols. 
(New Yorks Macmillan Co., 1919), Is62-63. James M Callahan 
refers to his mission in Mexico as "one of disgrace." 
Callahan, American Foreign Policy in Mexican Relations, 
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Butler arrived in Mexico City in late 1829 and found 

the capital in the midst of a revolution. Before the charge 

had the opportunity to gauge the Mexican Foreign Minister's 

attitudes toward Texas, his mission was dealt two serious 

setbacks. On 9 January 1830, the leading conservative 

paper, El Sol, ran a story revealing Butler's intentions in 

Mexico. The paper lashed out at the American goal to purchase 

Texas and labeled any such attempt an insult and a disgrace. 

1 

Shortly after this story appeared, Manuel Teran, the commander 

sent to Texas in 1828 to ascertain conditions there, published 

his long awaited report. Teran concluded that the Americans 

living in Texas were a threat to Mexican sovereignty over 

the area and that the Jackson administration would stop at 

nothing in obtaining the land west of the Sabine. He 

recommended a number of reforms in Texas all aimed at 

tightening Mexican control and restricting further American 

immigration. The combined news of Butler's mission and 

the Teran report angered the Mexican populace and increased 

pp. 64-76. Robert Remini sees Butler's appointment as 
the worst one Jackson made. Remini, Andrew Jackson (New 
Yorks Harper and Row, 1969), p. 178. For other critical 
views on Butler see John Spencer Bassett, The Life of Andrew 
Jackson, 2 vols. (New York*. Doubleday, Page and Co.^ 1911)» 
1:674-75» Jesse Reeves, American Diplomacy Under Tyler and 
Polk (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press^ 1907*77 p~ 69; Joe 
Gibson, "A. Butlers What a Scamp!" Journal of the West 11 
(1972)*235-47• Butler does have a few defenders who acquit 
him of any wrongdoing in his mission and instead blame it on 
Jackson and his fervent desire for Texas. See Richard R. 
Stenburg, "Jackson, Anthony Butler, and Texas," Southwest 
Social Science Quarterly 13 (1932)% 264-86; "President Jackson 
and Anthony Butler," Southwest Review 22 (1937)'391-404; 
Price, Origins of the War with Mexico, pp. 21-23* 
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suspicions of the United States. Perceiving this, Butler 

7 
in 1830 decided not to push for the purchase of Texas. 

Though Butler's "best judgment told him to delay opening 

negotiations, Jackson preached immediate action. Intelligence 

reports filtering into Washington indicated that a "project" 

was underfoot by American adventurers to revolutionize 

Texas in hopes of severing the province from Mexico. In 

several letters written in I83O and 1831 Old Hickory informed 

the charge of this purported plot and vowed to do everything 

in his power to foil the shadowy plan. The President realized, 

however, that his own limited powers, coupled with sketchy 

and unreliable information on the details of the move, made 

preventive measures difficult. He also feared that any 

revolt in Texas would be blamed on American government 

^Butler reported the news of his arrival in Mexico 
City to the State Department in Butler to Van Buren, 5 January 
1830, Anthony Butler Papers. Five days after this report he 
sent a dispatch to Washington discussing the El Sol story and 
he also included a translation of the article. Butler to 
Van Buren, 10 January I83O, House Executive Documents, no. 351 
(25 Cong., 2 Sess.), serial set 332. The news about Butler's 
mission was leaked by Butler himself. On his way to Mexico 
he traveled through Texas and told a number of people about 
his instructions to purchase the Mexican borderland. Carter, 
"Anthony Butler and His Mission to Mexico," pp. 59-60. 
For a brief discussion of the Teran report see Billington, 
The Far Western Frontier, 1830-1860 (New Yorks Torchbooks, 
1956), p. 118 and Nathaniel W. Stephenson, Texas and the 
Mexican War (New Haven; Yale University Press, 1921), pp. 29-30• 
Butler explains his reasons for not opening negotiations 
for Texas in Butler to Van Buren, 9 March I830, Anthony 
Butler Papers. Van Buren approved Butler's decision in 
Van Buren to Butler, 1 April I830, William R. Manning,ed.,^ 
Diplomatic Correspondence of the United States; Inter-American 
Affairs, 1831-1860, 12 vols. (Washington: Carnegie Endowment 
for International Peace, 1936), 8;17-18. 
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machinations and would preclude indefinitely "the peaceful 

acquisition of the province. With this in mind Jackson 

suggested that Butler inform the Mexican government of this 

rumored plot and, at the same time, offer to purchase Texas. 

The President "believed that when confronted with the option 

of either putting down a revolt in Texas or accepting 

$5,000,000 for the troublesome borderland, the Mexican 
g 

government would choose the latter. 

Jackson's call for action was not ignored. Butler, 

spurred on by the General's warnings and appeals, indirectly 

broached the subject of Texas with the Bustamante government 

on 6 October 1831. Meeting with the Mexican Minister of 

Foreign Affairs, the charge subtly mentioned the purchase 

offer. The Mexican Minister abruptly rejected it. His 

reasons for not entertaining the American offer were similar 

to those given Poinsett in the 1820s. He explained that 

the Mexican federal government held no national domain 

and consequently could exercise no power of transfer over 

Mexican territory. The individual states dictated land 

policy and only they had the power of alienation. As long 

as Mexico continued to operate as a federal republic under 

the Constitution of 1824, the obstacles to the American 
Q 
For several of Jackson's letters urging Butler to 

hasten the opening of Texas discussions see Jackson to Butler, 
23 March, 7 October I830, 15 February, Zk August I83I, 
Bassett,ed., Correspondence of Jackson, vol. k, pp. 129-30, 
2^3-45, 335-36. 
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acquisition of Texas appeared insurmountable. Butler dropped 

9 

the discussions and chose instead to bide his time. 

The charge's inaction did not sit well with the Pres-

ident. Jackson continued to receive reports of a revolt in 

the planning and, in 1832, he once again urged immediate 

action to stem the rumored uprising. And once again Butler 

responded. On 2 and 10 July 1832, the American envoy met 

with Lucas Alaman, the retired Foreign Minister but still 

the guiding spirit in the Foreign Office, to discuss the 

boundary issue. Their sessions were cordial but unproductive. 

Alaman rejected the American offer for Texas and insisted 

that a treaty of limits agreeing to the Sabine be approved 

by both governments. In the 1820s Poinsett had negotiated, 

and the Senate had ratified, such a treaty but the dilatory 

Mexican government had failed to approve it within the 

allotted time. The boundary remained officially undefined, 

but Alaman expected little argument from Butler on the Sabine 
10 

border. He was wrong. 

Butler shocked Alaman when he refused to accept the 

Sabine river as the boundary and argued instead that the 

^Butler to Jackson, 6 October 1831, ibid., p. 35^* 
1 0 
Jackson to Butler, 27 February, 6 March I832, ibid., 

pp. 413. ^15- Secretary of State, Edward Livingston, also 
instructed Butler that if a revolution breaks out in Texas 
that he was to reassure the Mexican government that Washington 
was in no way involved. Livingston to Butler, 27 February 1832, 
House Executive Documents, no. 351 (25 Cong., 2 Sess.) serial 
set 332. /The minutes of Butler's two official discussions 
with Alaman can be found in Manning,ed., Diplomatic Corres-
pondence of the United States, vol. 8, pp. 252-55* 
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Neches, some fifty miles west of the Sabine, was the border. 

Having no instructions from Washington on this topic and 

using an argument marred by distortion and ignorance, the 

American minister contended that both the Neches and the 

Sabine emptied into Lake Sabine, thus making the former the 

western tributary of the latter. This reasoning led him 

to conclude that the west bank of the Sabine, referred to 

in the Adams-Onis treaty as the western boundary of Louisiana, 

was, in actuality, a reference to the west bank of the Neches. 

The flabbergasted Alaman flatly rejected this argument. 

Unable to reach a settlement, both men agreed to refer the 

sticky question to a boundary commission. Surprisingly, 

after hearing of Butler's bold argument the Jackson admin-

1 1 

istration gave lip-service to the Neches claim. 

Despite the very real disagreement between the two 

men, the American charge' left these meetings outwardly 

confident that the goal of obtaining Texas was possible. 

Optimism characterized his dispatches for the remainder 

of the year. Even after the Bustamante government fell and 

Santa Anna organized a new Cabinet, Butler's confidence 

remained seemingly unshaken. He conceded that such government 

changes might delay the American acquisition of Texas but 

they would never defeat it. He vowed to Jackson in early 

11 t 
The charge indicated as early as 1829 that he considered 

the Neches river to be the proper border between Mexico and 
the United States. Anthony Butler, Notes on Texas, 11 August 1829, 
Martin Van Buren Papers. 
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1833 s "But; I will succeed in uniting T to our Country 

before I am done with the Subject or I will forfeit my 

head." Butler's buoyant optimism, however, was only a 

facade intended to placate the General's burning desire for 

Texas. Inwardly, the South Carolinian realized that he 

had been in Mexico for some three years and had made little 

progress toward his goal. He also realized that Jackson, 

as evidenced by his communications, was growing increasingly 

impatient. Fearing a possible termination of his appointment 

if success continued to elude him, Butler became desperate. 

1 9 
The turning point came in 1833. 

In that year the charge scrapped the slow and uncertain 

Texas negotiations and instead advocated bold and, at times, 

even immoral schemes for the acquisition of this Mexican 

territory. He introduced three separate plans for Texas in 

1833 and each is indicative of his frantic drive for success. 

He broached his first plan to Jackson in February when he 

suggested that the United States float a $5,000,000 loan to 

the bankrupt Mexican government with Texas as security. He 

assured the President that Mexico's instability would cause 

her to default on the repayment, resulting in the American 

acquisition of Texas as provided in the loan's terms. The 

President received this suggestion in March but never approved 

12 
Butler to Jackson, 18 July, 12 August,9 October 1832, 

Bassett,ed., Correspondence of Jackson, vol. b, pp.•463-64, 
_79* See also Butler to Jackson, 30 August I832, Andrew 
Jackson Papers. The quote in the text can be found in 
Bassett,ed., Correspondence of Jackson, vol. 5, p. 2. 
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iti he had other matters on his mind. Shortly "before Butler's 

dispatch reached the White House, the Chief Executive had 

received a letter from his friend in Texas, Sam Houston. 

The Raven informed him that Texas was soon going to petition 

the Mexican government for separate statehood. Fearing such 

a petition would he summarily rejected and that such a 

rejection would spark a revolt, Jackson instructed Butler to 

13 
suspend all negotiations for Texas "by April. 

This order killed the loan scheme but it awakened the 

envoy to the possibility of yet a second plan for acquiring 

Texas. Hoping to take advantage of the undefined boundary 

between Mexico and the United States as well as the Texas 

petition for separate statehood, Butler urged the Old Hero 

to occupy eastern Texas to the Neches (the American claim) 

and then wait. The American minister, like Jackson, predicted 

that the Texas demand for statehood would be ignored and that 

this would spark an uprising east of the Rio Grande. Unlike 

Jackson, however, Butler recommended that the United States 

support the rebels with supplies and money to ensure the 

success of the revolt. Once Texas severed her bonds with 

Mexico, the grateful insurgents would gladly join their kinsmen 

in the American Union. Jackson rejected this scheme too. 

•^Butler to Jackson, 10 February 1833» Manning,ed., 
Diplomatic Correspondence of the United States, vol. 8, 
pp. 258-60. For Houston's letter to Jackson see Houston 
to Jackson, 13 February 1833> Sam Houston, The Writings of 
Sam Houston, 1833-1863, ed. Amelia Williams and Eugene C. 
Barker, 8 vols. (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1938), 
1:274-75. 
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He was unwilling to employ force and unneutral actions as 

a means of achieving American territorial goals. 

Butler's third plan was actually the product of a mys-

terious Mexican. On 28 October 1833, "the South Carolinian 

relayed to the President the outlines of this new, presumably 

foolproof, scheme. In this dispatch Butler revealed that he 

had "been approached by a leading Mexican national who had a 

great deal of influence over Santa Anna. This unnamed source 

informed him that Texas could be acquired if the United States 

was willing to pay sums varying from $3,000 to $500,000 to 

high ranking government officials. The names of these 

officials were not mentioned, however. Butler, remembering 

that Jackson had instructed him to use the purchase amount 

at his own discretion, agreed to these terms provided the 

cession of Texas was guaranteed. Obviously aware of the 

immorality of this bribery scheme, the charge defended his 

action by arguing that such methods were common in Mexican 

business and politics. Sharing the racial views common 

to the times, he concluded that the Mexican overture 

"developes £sic/| at once the Character of these people, 

selfish, corrupt, utterly unprincipled. Any of them may 

be successfully appealed to through their Cupidity." The 

charge, at last, believed Texas to be within his grasp. 

Indeed, all that stood In the way of this transfer were two 

Ik 
Butler to Jackson, 26 September, 2 October 1833» 

Bassett.ed., Correspondence of Jackson, vol. 5. PP- 210, 
214-16. 
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formalities! the first, the hammering out of the details 

of the transaction and, the second, obtaining the President s 

approval. Neither would present problems, thought the 

1 *5 
confident Butler. 

Jackson's response soon shattered this confidence. 

The President answered Butler's letter immediately, chiding 

him for failing to put such sensitive and damning information 

in cipher and berating him for grossly misinterpreting his 

original instructions. Old Hickory, his dander up, especially 

resented the charge's intimations that unethical practices 

such as bribery had been sanctioned by the White House. 

Attempting to set the record straight and perhaps even 

vindicate his own reputation for posterity's sake, the rankled 

General reiterated his instructions to Butler and clarified 

his own intent. Rather pointedly, Jackson stated that the 

$5,000,000 was to be used only as payment to Mexico for the 

cession of an unencumbered Texas, stretching from the Nueces 

to the Sabine. Bribery was never considered nor could it 

be condoned. Jackson ended his letter admonishing the charge's 

... all the United States is interested in is an_ 
unincumbered ĵ sic.̂  cession, not how Mexico applies the 
consideration. Therefore I repeat that#the best means 
to secure this object is left to your discretion but 
I admonish you to give these shrewd fellows no room to 

"^Butler to Jackson, 28 October 1833» ibid., pp. 219-
20. Butler's apparent disdain for the Mexicans as^a people 
changed little throughout his tenure as charge. His dispatches 
are filled with racial slurs that characterize the Mexicans 
as "arrogant," "indulging," and "foolish." Notes for Benton 
[n-dfj , Anthony Butler Papers. 
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charge you wi"fch "tampering with "their officers "to obtain 
the cession thro Tsicn corruption.... let us have a 
"boundery £sic.;j without the imputation of corruption, 
and I will hail you welcome with it here—none else. 

Despite the President's apparent contempt for Butler's 

shady plan, the South Carolinian was allowed to remain at 

his post."^ 

Butler considered Jackson's reprimand to: be a "betrayal 

of his former instructions and assured the General that 

success in obtaining Texas could only be guaranteed through 

"bribery or by presents." He reminded the Commander-in-

Chief that two years before his instructions from the White 

House had mentioned that the disbursement of the $5,000,000 

was "a matter of no consequence to the Government" According 

to the charge, this statement indicated that he would have 

a free hand in negotiating for Texas. For some reason, 

Butler concluded, the President was tightening the reins. 

The charg^, hoping to salvage his bribery scheme, requested 

a leave of absence on 1 July 183^, so that he could return 

to Washington and explain the plan personally to Old Hickory. 

The State Department granted his request later that year. 

After completing some business in Mexico City, Butler left 

for the American capital on 29 April 1835, almost a year 

17 
after he had asked for the leave. 

1 A 
Jackson to Butler, 27 November 1833» Bassett.ed., 

Correspondence of Jackson, vol. 5> PP» 229-30-

"^Butler to Jackson, 6 February 183^, ibid., pp. 2kk-
k6. For greater insight into Butler's attitudes and his 
feeling that the President abandoned him see Butler to 
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He arrived in Washington in Juno and, during his one— 

month s-fcay, had meetings with President Jackson and Secretary 

of State, John Forsyth. The Secretary instructed Butler 

to submit a written report on the bribery scheme, highlighting 

its origin and its details. The South Carolinian gladly 

complied. In his report he revealed that Don Ignacio 

Hernandez, a Catholic priest and the confessor to Santa 

Anna's sister, was to aid him in negotiating for Texas. In 

fact, Butler included one note in his report from Hernandez 

which stateds "I have already ascertained the opinions of all 

the parties whose influence it will be necessary to conciliate 

and assure you that all difficulties are removed.' According 

to the charge, the priest was "the Manager of all the Secret 

Negotiations of the Palace" and his word could be trusted. 

Butler concluded his report by appealing to Jackson s 

expansionist sentiments "...the Treaty which gives us Texas, 

would only be the first of a series which must at last 

give us dominion over the whole of that Tract of Territory 

known as New Mexico and the upper and lower California " 

Expediency, not morality, seemed to be the overriding 

concern of the report. 

Jackson, 28 July 1843 and Butler to Poinsett, 8 July 1846, 
Anthony Butler Papers. For his request for a leave of absence 
see Butler to Louis McLane, 1 July 1834, Despatches From 
United States Ministers to Mexico, 1823-1906, Record Group 
59, National Archives, Washington, D.C., microfilm; Butler 
to Jackson, 2 July 1834, Andrew Jackson Papers. 

"^News of Butler's arrival can be found in the Washington 
Globe, 22 June 1835* For his report on the bribery scheme 
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Butler's pleas for support, however, fell on deaf 

ears, for Jackson, guided "by Forsyth, refused to "be enticed 

by such an unethical plan. The Secretary warned the American 

charge that "equivocal" methods would not be sanctioned by 

the Executive. Surprisingly, the administration did send 

the South Carolinian back to Mexico City but with specific 

instructions to terminate all negotiations for Texas by 

the time Congress convened in December. Butler received 

these instructions the night before he was to leave Washington 

and, in his haste, packed them before he had a chance to 

read them. As a result, when he left the capital he was 

unaware that a time limit had been placed on his Texas 

19 
negotiations. 

Unfortunately, the charge chose to return to Mexico 

at a leisurely pace and along a slow, overland route that 

took him through Texas. During his journey he had no com-

munication with the State Department. He arrived in Mexico 

City on 28 November 1835, unpacked, and then read Forsyth's 

instructions which by this time gave him less than a month 

to work for Texas. An incensed Butler immediately fired 

off a dispatch to the President asking him if this timetable 

see Butler to Forsyth, 17 June 1835t Despatches From United 
States Ministers to Mexico, 1823-1906, Record Group 59* A 
convenient location for the Hernandez quote is Hernandez to 
Butler, 21 March 1835> Manning,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence 
of the United States, vol. 8, p. 293* 

19 
7For these instructions see Forsyth to Butler, 2 July 1835» 

ibid., p. 32. 
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was to "be adhered to. If it was, the testy envoy had decided 

to tender his resignation. He concluded that the December 

termination date made his job impossible and his official 

mission no longer tolerable• Jackson never answered Butler s 

dispatch because in late 1835. after the Texas revolution 

began, the Mexican government demanded his recall. The 

charge's slow return through Texas in 1835 convinced government 

officials in Mexico that he had helped to foment the revolt 

east of the Rio Grande. Jackson, obviously willing to 

replace the troublesome Butler, complied immediately with 

the Mexican demand. The South Carolinian left Mexico City 
OA 

in March, 1836. 

Like the Poinsett mission which preceded it, Butler's 

mission in Mexico ended in failure, frustration, and recall. 

No one felt this frustration more than did Butler and Jackson. 

The charge left Mexico convinced that Texas had been within 

his grasp. Only the contradictory signals received from 

^°Butler to Jackson, £?} November 1835» Bassett.ed., 
Correspondence of Jackson, vol. 5> P* 3 I n this letter 
Butler told the President that after he resigned he would 
continue to negotiate for Texas in an unofficial capacity. 
His employer would be James Prentiss, a New York entrepreneur 
and land speculator, who had sought Butler's aid In petitioning 
the Mexican government for land grants in Texas. Prentiss 
and his partners in the Trinity Land Company wanted to settle 
5,000 families in Texas and offered to pay the charge $5-00 
for each league of land he could secure for the company. 
For more information on this land scheme see James Prentiss 
to Butler, 17, 27 July 1835» Anthony Butler Papers. Because 
of the revolt in Texas, Butler never opened private negotiations 
with Mexico. For Butler's recall orders see Forsyth to Butler, 
16 December 1835» Manning.ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of 
the United States, vol. 8, p. 37-
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Washington prevented the final acquisition of this Mexican 

borderland, thought the disappointed minister. Jackson, 

on the other hand, had grown increasingly disillusioned with 

his crony in Mexico City and eventually labeled him a "liar" 

for charging that the President had sanctioned bribery as 

a tool to promote policy. Old Hickory believed that if 

Butler had spent more time in legitimate negotiations and 

less in planning wild schemes, then Texas would have been 

acquired. 

Both men were obviously wrong. With or without bribery, 

the American goal to acquire Texas peacefully from Mexico 

was probably impossible. Mexican pride, hostile public 

opinion against such a transfer, constitutional obstacles, 

and persistent governmental instability prevented Mexico 

from seriously considering the American offer. More importantly, 

as rumors circulated in Mexico City charging the United States 

with conspiring to grab the land east of the Rio Grande, 

Texas became a symbol to the Mexican people of their government s 

willingness to resist American aggression and expansion. 

Almost certainly, any government that would have ceded Texas 

to the United States would have been overthrown. Bustamante, 

Santa Anna, and even Joel Poinsett realized this; Jackson 

and Butler did not. Their failure to perceive Mexican 

feelings and their attempts to purchase Texas only widened 

the rift between the two countries. 

This rift widened even further during the Texas revolution. 



CHAPTER III 

FROM REVOLUTION TO RECOGNITION 

While the Adams and Jackson administrations were futilely 

negotiating for the cession of Texas, American settlers, 

searching for cheap land, moved west across the Sabine river. 

This migration began as early as 1821, and after fourteen 

years the Anglo-American population in Texas was close to 

30,000 and vastly outnumbered the 3,500 Mexicans there. By 

1835 several seemingly autonomous American colonies dotted the 

Texas landscape. The American immigrants in the Mexican 

borderland, however, never felt entirely comfortable in their 

adopted country. Coming from a stable, Protestant, and 

republican United States, the American pioneers found life 

frustrating and trying in an unstable, Catholic, and author-

itarian Mexico. These cultural and institutional differences 

served to alienate them from their Mexican rulers and to 

convince them that they were strangers in a strange land. 

Ultimately, this culture conflict, accentuated by Santa 

Anna's despotic overthrow of the Mexican federal constitution, 

led to the outbreak of the Texas revolution In 1835- Though 

the rebels espoused limited goals at the outset, the revolution 
1 

by 1836 turned Into a full-blown war for Texas independence. 

"'"The causes of the Texas revolution have been studied 

53 
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The Texas revolution presented a difficult problem to 

President Jackson. For six years his administration had tried 

to purchase Texas in order to prevent just such a development. 

He realized that any revolt led by the American inhabitants 

in Texas would lead to two potentially serious problems. 

The first was that a suspicious Mexican government would level 

the blame for the uprising on the American government and that 

this would perhaps strain to the breaking point the already 

delicate relations between the two nations. Secondly, he 

feared that American sympathy for the rebels might lead some 

sympathizers to lend material support to their brethren in 

arms. Such support would only add credence to Mexican suspicions 

of American involvement. Once the revolution broke out, 

Jackson tried desperately to prevent his fears from becoming 

reality by consistently pursuing a neutral course. He hoped 

that a neutral policy would assuage Mexican suspicions and 

dissuade unauthorized American aid to the rebels. It did 

neither. 

by several historians. The two most detailed accounts that 
emphasize cultural diversity as the root cause of the revolt 
are Eugene C. Barker, Mexico and Texas, 1821-1835 (Dallas: 
P. Turner Co., 1928) and Samuel H. Lowrie, Culture Conflict in 
Texas. 1821-1835 (New Yorks Columbia University^Press, 1932). 
The most comprehensive treatment of the revolution itself is 
William Campbell Binkley, The Texas Revolution (Baton Rouge: 
Louisiana State University Press, 1952). For less detailed 
discussions see Ray A. Billington, The Far Western Frontier, 
pp. 116-33» Seymour V. Connor and Odie B. Faulk, North America 
Divided (New York: Oxford University, 1971), pp. 11-13; 
David M. Pletcher, The Diplomacy of Annexation (Columbia: 
University of Missouri Press, 1973)> PP* 66-69» Goetzmann, 
When the Eagle Screamed, pp. 2^-32; Bazant, A Concise History 
of Mexico from Hidalgo to Cardenas, pp. 53-5^• 
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Throughout the Texas revolt, the President was torn 

between his desire for expansion west of the Sabine and the 

American treaty of friendship with Mexico signed in early 

1835 by Anthony Butler. Remarkably, Old Hickory suppressed 

his obsession for Texas and rigorously attempted to enforce 

his neutrality policy. Shortly after the revolt began, 

Jackson had the State Department alert the United States 

attorneys for the states bordering Texas and for the major 

port cities of New York, Philadelphia, Boston, and Baltimore 

to prosecute any citizen or group who tried to interfere 

with the affairs of Mexico during the revolution. Anyone 

convicted of violating the neutrality law could receive a 

fine of up to $1,000 and/or a maximum prison sentence of three 

years. Clearly, the General intended to enforce his policy. 

This commitment is best exemplified in a statement he scribbled 

on the back of an appeal for aid from Texan, Stephen F. Austin. 

Austin, along with two other envoys, had been sent to the 

United States in November, 1835. "by "the Texas revolutionary 

government. Their mission was to seek recognition and aid 

for Texas from the Jackson administration. Though the 

President undoubtedly sympathized with the Texas struggle, 

he would not budge from his neutral course. Concerning the 

Texas appeal for help, he wrote s 

The writer does not reflect that we have a treaty 
with Mexico, and our national faith is pledged to 
support it. The Texians before they took the step to 
declare themselves Independent, which has aroused and 
united all Mexico against them ought to have pondered 
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well, it was a rash and premature act, our nutrality 

£sic.̂  must "be faithfully maintained.2 

Despite the exhortations of neutrality from Washington, 

the Mexican government remained convinced that Jackson planned 

to use the turmoil east of the Rio Grande to grab Texas. The 

neutrality policy was nothing more than a smoke screen designed 

to hide the expansionist intentions of the "collossus of the 

North," conjectured Santa Anna. Government suspicions of 

American intentions dating as far "back as Poinsett's mission 

predisposed Mexico to "believe this. In addition, two serious 

controversies "between Mexico and the United States concerning 

American actions during the Texas revolt also piqued appre-

hensiveness in Mexico City. These two controversies centered 

around the unofficial American aid sent to Texas in violation 

of Jackson's neutrality policy and Edmond Pendleton Gaines's 

action in Texas in 1836. Both led to increased wrangling 

"between the two neighbors and threats of war. 

2 
For the numerous letters from Secretary of State 

Forsyth to the various United States attorneys see House 
Executive Documents, no. 2 (24 Cong., 1 Sess.), serial set 447; 
ibid., noT 256 (24 Cong., 1 Sess.), serial set 291» House 
Documents, no. 74 (25 Cong., 2 Sess.), serial set 323- The 
instructions to Austin and the two other Texas representatives 
can be found in Henry Smith to Austin, Branch Archer, and 
William Wharton, 12 November 1835» George P. Garrison,ed., 
Diplomatic Correspondence of the Republic of Texas in the 
Annual Report of the American Historical Association for the 
years 1907. 1906, 2 vols. (Washington: United States Printing 
Office, 1908-1911), 1s51-52, 53 (hereafter cited as Garrison,ed., 
Diplomatic Correspondence of Texas). For Austin's plea for 
American aid see Stephen F. Austin's appeal to Andrew Jackson, 
Martin Van Buren, R. M. Johnson, J. Forsyth, Lewis Cass, T. H. 
Benton, and to every member of Cabinet or Congress of all 
parties and all sections of the United States, 15 April I836, 
Andrew Jackson Papers. 
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Mexico first protested to the Jackson administration 

about the money, material, and men sent to assist the Texans 

from various communities in the United States. Before the 

revolution, Americans outside of the White House were apathetic 

toward the plight of their transplanted kinsmen in Texas. 

After the uprising "began, however, and especially after the 

news of Santa Anna's brutal massacres at Goliad and the Alamo 

reached the United States, this apathy turned into sympathy 

and, in many cases, active support for Texas. From Michigan 

to Mississippi and New York to New Orleans, citizens held 

meetings to collect donations for, and to send material to, 

the Texas rebels. Americans, seeing the revolution as a 

struggle against tyranny and despotism, were now eager to 

assist the insurgents. At the height of the struggle this 

relief was openly sent from virtually every American state 

and, since Mexico had no naval force to speak of to control 

the Gulf of Mexico, this distribution of contraband went on 

unmolested. Men, too, crossed the Sabine, armed and ready 
3 

to enter the fray against the hated Santa Anna. 

-^American support of the Texas struggle has been best 
revealed in James E. Winston, "Kentucky and the Independence 
of Texas," Southwestern Historical Quarterly 16 (1912)*27-63; 
"Mississippi and the Independence of Texas," ibid. 21 (1917)s 
36-605 "New York and the Independence of Texas," ibid. 18 
(1915)s368-85; "Pennsylvania and the Independence of Texas," 
ibid. 17 (19li) *.262-82; "Virginia and the Independence of 
Texas," ibid. 16 (1913) '• 277-83; Claude Elliot, "Alabama and 
the Texas Revolution," ibid. 50 (19^7)*315-28; "Georgia and 
the Texas Revolution, " Georgia Historical Quarterly 28 (19^) '• 
233-50j George H. Gibson, "Opinion in North Carolina Regarding 
the Acquisition of Texas and Cuba, 1835~1855»" North Carolina 
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For o"bvious reasons Mexico pro"tes"ted. Santa Anna 

hurriedly appointed Manuel Eduardo de Gorostiza as "the Mexican 

minister to the United States and dispatched him immediately 

to Washington. After arriving in the American capital, Gorostiza 

filed numerous complaints with the State Department, pointing 

out violations of American neutrality laws by private citizens. 

Mexico demanded litigation and government action to prevent 

any future infractions. The Jackson administration explained, 

however, that it could do little more than it had already 

done to enforce the neutrality laws. Indeed, the Neutrality 

Act that the President invoked during the Texas revolt had 

been passed in 1818 and was filled with loopholes and over-

sights. For example, it was not against this law to furnish 

money to rebels or to sell or export munitions to aid and 

abet revolution in other countries. Moreover, it was not 

an offense for men to leave the country with the intent to 

enlist in foreign nations, provided they went as individuals 

and did not organize a military expedition while in the 

United States. Finally, the law depended upon the enforcement 

of local officials to be effective. But, in many instances, 

these officials themselves were sympathetic toward the Texas 

struggle and they were prone to ignore violations of American 

neutrality. The Mexican government refused to accept these 

Historical Review 37 (i960)j^-5; Rives, The United States and 
Mexico, vol. 1, pp. 363-72; Annie Middleton, "Studies Relating 
to the Annexation of Texas by the United States" (Ph.D. 
dissertation, University of Texas, 1938), pp. ^3-71• 
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explanations and chose instead to interpret Jackson's inaction 

against Texas supporters as evidence of a deep laid plot 

to acquire the land west of the Sabine. 

The Edmund Pendleton Gaines episode only served to 

heighten this Mexican conviction. In January, I 8 3 6 , Secretary 

of War, Lewis Cass, at Jackson's "behest, ordered General 

Gaines to the Texas-Louisiana border. At this time Santa 

Anna was marching north to Texas to quash the revolution. 

The President feared that if the Texans retreated east into 

the United States then the Mexicans might follow. He also 

apprehended that the Indians in Texas would take advantage 

of the turmoil produced by the revolt to attack American 

frontier settlements. Gaines's mission, then,was to protect 

the American southwest frontier from Indian invasions and 

k 
Eugene C. Barker, "President Jackson and the Texas 

Revolution," American Historical Review 12 (1907)8803-09; Rives, 
The United States and Mexico, vol. 1, pp. 3 6 8 - 6 9 . Kinley J. 
Brauer also concludes that Jackson maintained as strict a 
policy of neutrality as he could under the Neutrality Act of 
1818. Brauer, "The United States Navy and Texas Independence: 
A Study in Jacksonian Integrity," Military Affairs Jk (1970): 
^44-^8. Texas agent in the United States, Samuel P. Carson, 
gives an interesting account of how one Nashville attorney 
chose to "enforce" the neutrality laws. Carson writes: 
"Seventy men are now ready to leave under Captn Grundy who 
is the^ -prosecuting Atty. for the United States for this District 
[Nashville, Tennessee^, and has formal orders to arrest and 
prosecute every man who may take up arms in the cause of Texas 
or in any way violate the Neutrality of the U.S. He says 
he will prosecute any man under his command who will take 
up arms here and he will accompany them to the boundary line 
of the U.S. to see that they shall not violate her Neutrality 
and when there, if the boys think proper to step over the line 
a s peaceable Emigrants his authority in this Govt will cease 
and he thinks it highly probable that he will take a peep at 
Texas himself." Carson to David Burnet, 1 June I 8 3 6 , Garrison, 
ed*» Diplomatic Correspondence of Texas, vol. 1, p. 9 3 . 
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to prevent any violation of our territory by either Texan or 

Mexican troops. Cass also empowered the frontier general to 

requisition state governors for reinforcements if a situation 

arose that warranted additional manpower. Lastly, the Secretary 

of Mar cautioned Gaines not to cross the Sabine unless it 

was absolutely necessary. If such an incursion was indeed 

necessary, he was not to go any farther than the American 

claimed boundary, the Neches river. He was warned that 

neutrality must be preserved.-' 

Though the Secretary had provided Gaines with a general 

outline of his mission, his instructions lacked detail and, 

as a result, they presented the commander with a host of 

options in carrying out his orders. The General intended to 

make the most of these options. On his way to assume the south-

western command, Gaines, in a letter to Cass, revealed an 

obvious bias and foreshadowed his future actions on the frontiers 

Should I find any disposition on the part of the 
Mexicans or their red allies to menace our frontier, 
I cannot but deem it to be my duty not only to hold 
the troops of my command in readiness for action in 
defense of our slender frontier, but to anticipate 
their lawless movements, by crossing our supposed 
or imaginary national boundary, and meeting the 
savage marauders whenever to be found in their 
approach towards our frontier. 

From this statement it is obvious that the military commander, 

even before reaching his post, regarded the Mexicans and their 

"red allies," not the Texans, as the primary threats to the 
5 . : " 

Cass to Gaines, 23 January 1836, House Executive Doc-
uments, no. 256 (24 Cong., 1 Sess.), serial set 291. 
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United States. It is just as obvious that Gaines had no qualms 

about violating American neutrality and Mexican borders in 

launching preventive attacks against a presumed enemy. Thus 

the General brought to his post an unbending determination to 

protect the American frontier as well as a sympathetic attitude 

towards the Texans. 

He arrived at Fort Jessup, his post in Louisiana, in 

early April, 1836, and found conditions in Texas bleak. Houston 

and his army were fleeing eastward toward the Sabine while 

hundreds of Texas residents sought protection from Santa Anna 

by stampeding to the United States. Military intelligence, 

coupled with the accounts of panic-stricken Texans, convinced 

Gaines that Indians from the United States had invaded Texas 

and were preparing to attack white settlements and to join the 

invading Mexican army. On 9 April 1836, the cautious commander 

addressed letters to the governors of Tennessee, Alabama, 

Mississippi, and Louisiana requesting volunteers to bolster 

his force in the event of hostilities. He also dispatched 

troops to the Sabine as a precautionary measure to prevent 

6 
The Gaines quote can be found in Gaines to Cass, 29 March 

I836, ibid., no. 351 (25 Cong., 2 Sess.), serial set 12. 
Gaines's biographer, James Silver, concludes that the General's 
willingness to invade Mexican territory to prevent a potential 
attack derived from his admiration of Jackson and Old Hickory's 
incursion into Florida In 1818. In fact, Gaines had cooperated 
with Jackson in his Florida campaigns. He concluded that the 
President would sanction a similar strike In Texas. Silver, 
Edmund Pendleton Gaines, Frontier General (Baton Rouge 1 
Louisiana State University Press, 19^9)» PP- 192-93* See also 
Marshall, A History of the Western Boundary of the Louisiana 
Purchase, pp. 146-47. 
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Mexican and Indian attacks east across the river. After word 

of the General's actions reached Washington, the Secretary of 

War approved his call for reinforcements, but warned that 

Jackson did not want to use this opportunity to advance the 

American claim to the Neches. Once again, Cass repeated that 

he was not to cross the Sabine unless it was absolutely 

necessary. And regardless of the circumstances, Gaines was 

forbidden to go beyond Nacogdoches, Texas, some fifty miles 

west of the Sabine, but just east of the Neches.''7 

Not everyone approved of the frontier general's mission 

in the Southwest. In the American capital members of the 

newly formed Whig party, hoping to reap some political benefit 

in this election year, criticized the Jackson administration's 

instructions to the General. The party's national organ, the 

National Intelligencer, scoffed at the administration's claim 

of the Neches boundary and derided the President's conditional 

approval of an invasion to Nacogdoches. The Intelligencer 

concluded that the Old Hero was trying to use the revolution 

as a convenient cover for the American acquisition of Texas. 

The Washington Globe, the administration's paper, defended 

the President and charged that the Whig press was pro-Mexican. 

Advancing the government line, the Globe argued that Gaines's 

mission was to protect American citizens, not to expand the 

southwest boundary. The Democratic Congress, too, got into 

7 
'Gaines to Cass, 8 April 1836, Cass to Gaines, 25 April. 1836, 

Cass to Gaines, 12 May I836, all in House Executive Documents, 
no. 256 (2̂ - Cong., 2 Sess.), serial set 291. 
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the act and, not surprisingly, cleared the President from the 

charge of expansionist designs.^ 

The loudest criticism of Jackson's instructions to 

Gaines came not from the Whigs "but rather from the Mexicans. 

Gorostiza, the Mexican minister in Washington, was shocked 

when he learned of the orders sanctioning a march to Nacogdoches 

if it was necessary to protect the American frontier. The 

Mexican minister repeatedly warned that any such American 

movement would be considered an invasion of Mexican territory. 

Indeed, any incursion west across the Sabine, asserted the 

envoy, might force Mexico to retaliate with arms against the 

United States. Secretary of State Forsyth tried to lessen 

the Mexican fears "by assuring the minister that any advance 

across the Sabine would be a defensive measure, not an act 

of aggression. He also promised that any land west of the 

river occupied as a result of such a move "would be abandoned 

whenever... the disturbances in the region should cease...." 

Despite these explanations and reassurances from the State 

Department, Gorostiza remained intransigent. He demanded a 

guarantee from the Jackson administration that Gaines would 

not cross the Sabine. The guarantee never came.^ 

8 
National Intelligencer. 10, Ik, 17 May, 10,19 June 1836; 

Washington Globe. 12, 21, 23, 25 May, k, Ik, 15 July I836. 
See also Henry A. Wise, Seven Decades of the Union (Philadelphia! 
J. B. Lippincott and Co., I872) , pp. 148-52. 

9 
Forsyth and Gorostiza exchanged sixty-two dispatches 

during the Texas revolution and the majority of them dealt with 
American violations of the neutrality policy and with the 
Gaines mission. Every dispatch can be found in House Documents. 
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After 21 April I836, it appeared as if such a guarantee 

was no longer needed. On this day the rag-tag Texas army, 

under the command of Sam Houston, defeated the main Mexican 

force and captured President Santa Anna himself. Afterwards, 

the Mexican despot was taken to Velasco, where the revolutionary 

government was meeting, to sign two treaties, one declaring 

hostilities at an end, the other, a secret document pledging 

his support for an independent Texas with the Rio Grande 

"boundary. Some two thousand Mexican troops were still in Texas, 

but they scurried for home as soon as they heard the news. 

As soon as this news reached Gaines, he suspended his call 

for troops thinking the hostilities were over and the frontier 

was safe. He soon learned, however, that his decision was too 

hasty. Harsh reality shattered the euphoria of the San Jacinto 

victory when the Mexican government refused to accept the 

coerced treaties signed "by their captive President. Instead, 

10 
they vowed to continue the war. 

With this news also came renewed reports that the Indians 

in Texas were on the warpath and were preparing to join an 

invading Mexican army commanded "by General Urrea. By summer, 

Gaines, predicting such a combined force would number over 

14,000 men and would pose a threat to the United States, decided 

no. 2 (24 Cong., 2 Sess.), serial set 301* The Forsyth quote 
cited in the text can be found in Forsyth to Gorostiza., 
21 April 1836, House Executive Documents, no. 256 (24 Cong., 
1 Sess.), serial set 291. 

10 . 
Billington, The Far Western Frontier, pp. 130-31. 
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to act. In July, the General called again on the governors 

for reinforcements. He also sent a contingent of troops to 

Nacogdoches to protect its residents from Indian depredations 

and to turn back any invading force. After Jackson learned 

of the General's orders, the President personally reviewed 

the situation. Old Hickory appreciated the delicacy of Gaines's 

position, "but he also had to consider the potential diplomatic 

repercussions his actions might have on American-Mexican 

relations. In his review Jackson arrived at two conclusions. 

The first was that the General had overreacted to the rumored 

invasion and that the requisition for additional troops from 

the governors was unnecessary. The President feared that this 

call for reinforcements would "be misinterpreted "by Mexico as 

preparation for an outright attack and, as a result, he 

cancelled it. Secondly, Jackson defended Gaines's move to 

Nacogdoches, arguing that he violated no treaty because the 

11 
boundary remained undefined. 

Once Gorostiza found out that American troops had crossed 

1 1 
Orders of Gaines, 10 July 1836, House Executive Documents, 

no. 190 (25 Cong., 2 Sess.), serial set 7» for the General's 
justification of his call for reinforcements see Gaines to 
Cannon, 28 August I836, in the National Intelligencer. 6 October 
1836. Jackson's thoughts on Gaines's orders can be found in 
Jackson to Amos Kendall, 12 August I836, Jackson to Asbury 
Dickens, 17 August I836, Bassett.ed., Correspondence of Jackson, 
vol. 5, pp. 420-21. Most of the Democratic press defended 
Gaines, see for example the New York Evening Post 2, 19 August 
I836 and the Washington Globe 1, 5> 6, 10 August 1836. The 
Whigs, on the other hand, continued their attacks. National 
Intelligencer 6, 8, 10, 17, 22, 23 August I836. For historical 
defenses of Gaines see Silver, Edmund Pendleton Gaines, Frontier 
General, p. 215 and Smith, The War with Mexico, vol. 1, pp. 421-22. 
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the Sabine and had marched fifty miles "beyond it to Nacogdoches 

despite his protests, he was outraged. He was so outraged, in 

fact, that he left the United States on his own initiative, 

without orders from his government. Before he left, however, 

the minister published all of the confidential correspondence 

between himself and the American government on the Texas issue. 

He wanted these dispatches published to inform the American 

public and Congress that the Jackson administration had been 

repeatedly warned against such a move and that these warnings 

had been obviously ignored. The State Department protested 

Gorostiza's impolitic action and demanded that he be repri-

manded. The Mexican government, bitter over American actions 

during the Texas revolution, rejected this demand and instead 

defended the minister. Because of this, the already strained 

Mexican-American relations took an ominous turn for the worse. 

Though later that year Gaines quietly withdrew his troops from 

Nacogdoches, the schism between the two countries widened.3"2 

12 
Don Manuel Eduardo Gorostiza, Examination and Review 

of a Pamphlet Printed and Secretly Circulated by M. E. Gorostiza. 
Late Envoy Extraordinary from Mexico Previous to his Departure 
from the United States, and bv him entitled "Correspondence 
Between the Legation Extraordinary of Mexico and the Department 
of State of the United States Respecting the Passage of the 
Sabine, by the Troops under the Command of General Gaines" 
(Washington? Peter Force, 1837)• For asympathetic account of 
Gorostiza's mission in the United States see Lota M. Spell, 
"Gorostiza and Texas," Hispanic American Historical Review 
37 (1957)s^0-53. For another blistering attack of American 
policy towards Texas see Jose Maria Tornel y Mendivil's pamphlet, 
Relations Between Texas and the United States of America and 
the Mexican Republic in Carlos E. Casta?Ieda,trans. , The Mexican 
Side of the Texan Revolution (Dallas: P. L. Turner Co."i 1928), 
pp. 287-378. See also Gene Brack, "Mexican Opinion and the 
Texas Revolution," Southwestern Historical Quarterly 72 

- ?_ 
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These relations further deteriorated during the American 

debate over the recognition of Texas. Before the dramatic 

San Jacinto victory, the revolutionary government of Texas had 

sent two delegations of agents to the United States to solicit 

support for the revolution and, more importantly, to secure 

American recognition of Texas sovereignty. The insurgent 

government believed that such recognition would legitimatize 

their struggle in the eyes of the world and would pave the 

way for eventual incorporation into the Union. Both delegations 

were initially optimistic about their chances of success, but 

both ran into two obstacles that came close to guaranteeing 

their failure. The first was that neither delegation had 

acceptable papers proving that they were properly accredited 

agents from an independent Texas government. The lack of 

proper accreditation prevented the Jackson administration 

. . 13 
from officially receiving these Texas envoys. 

(1968);l81-82. For the American protest of the minister's action 
and news of its rejection see John Forsyth, Report of the 
Secretary of State, 2 December 1837. House Documents, no. 3 
(25 Cong., 2 Sess.), serial set 321; Report of the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations, presented 18 February 1837» 
Register of Debates. 2k Cong., 2 Sess., 13 s85̂ -57> 985-86. 

"^The first Texas delegation consisted of Stephen F. 
Austin, William Wharton, and Branch Archer. They were dispatched 
to the United States in November, 1835- For their instructions 
see Henry Smith to Austin, Archer, and Wharton, 12 November 1835» 
Garrison,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of Texas, vol. 1, pp. 51-
53- They were not received because they had been sent by the 
provisional government of Texas some four months before indep-
endence had been declared. Austin and Archer to the Governor 
of Texas, 3 March I836, ibid., pp. 72-73; see also Austin, 
Archer, and Wharton to the Government of Texas, 5» 6 April 1836, 
ibid., p. 80. George Childress, Samuel Carson, and Robert Hamilton 
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The second obstacle barring immediate American recognition 

proved to be the most difficult to contend with. This was 

Jackson's devotion to his neutrality policy and his reluctance 

to recognize the upstart nation. The President's disinclination 

to hastily recognize Texas stemmed from a number of reasons. 

First, Old Hickory believed that immediate recognition might 

convince Europe, Mexico, and his enemies in the United States 

that his administration had engineered the revolution to grab 

Texas. Any recognition, he feared, might be construed as the 

first step to the annexation of the land east of the Rio Grande. 

Secondly, politics had to be considered. It was an election 

year and his groomed successor, Martin Van Buren, was the 

Democratic candidate for the presidency. Van Buren's chances 

might be hurt if recognition thrust the more volatile annexation 

issue into the campaign. Since slavery existed in Texas, the 

Old Hero realized that an annexation debate could potentially 

reignite a slumbering sectionalism, resulting in the disruption 

of the party. Because such a debate involved the divisive 

issues of slavery extension, territorial expansion, and 

sectional strength, Jackson endeavored to stall on recognition 

in order to postpone any consideration of the annexation 

made up the second delegation and were sent to Washington in 
April and recalled and replaced in May. Their replacements 
were James Collinsworth and Peter W. Grayson. Collinsworth 
and Grayson were not received immediately because their instructions 
failed to have the official seal of Texas on them. See Samuel 
Carson to Childress and Hamilton, 1 April I836, Burnet to 
Collinsworth and Grayson, 26 May 1836, William H. Jack to Austin 
and Others, 27 May I836, Grayson to Burnet, 2 August I836, 
all in ibid., pp. 78, 90-92, 117-18. 
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question. Procrastination, then, would maintain party unity 

and virtually ensure victory for the Democracy. 

Thirdly, the President cautioned delay because he was 

unsure that Texas could maintain her newly won independence. 

Sam Houston's victory over Santa Anna, the formulation of a 

constitution, and the creation of a functioning government 

were indications of the country's aspirations, but the government 

was untested, the land sparsely populated, and the army weak. 

In addition, the Mexican government had rejected Santa Anna's 

agreement to end the conflict and was determined to crush the 

Texas state. Only time would tell if Texas could weather the 

storm and be worthy of recognition, argued Jackson. Lastly, 

the Old Hero emphasized that the American treaty of commerce 

and amity with Mexico precluded recognition until Mexico 

herself recognized Texas. All signals from the White House 

urged caution and delay. Jackson's attitude on recognition 

1 

was indeed a formidable barrier for the Texans. 

Though the President remained unwilling to move towards 

recognition, just down Pennsylvania avenue the Congress was 

not as hesitant. A cadre of southern and western senators 

introduced the recognition issue in the upper chamber as early 

as April, 1836, and demanded that the Senate at least study the 
14 . • 
Marquis James, Andrew Jackson; Portrait of a President 

(New Yorks Grosset and Dunlap, 1937), p. 424; Justin H. Smith, 
The Annexation of Texas (New York: Macmillan Co., 1919), pp. 52-
63; Ethel Z. Rather, "Recognition of the Republic of Texas by 
the United States," Southwestern Historical Quarterly 13 (1910)s 
155-256;_Wharton to Houston, 2 February 1837, Garrison,ed., 
Diplomatic Correspondence of Texas, vol. 1, pp. I79-8O. 
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question. Skillfully led "by Robert K. Walker of Mississippi, 

and consisting of Thomas Benton of Missouri, Henry Clay of 

Kentucky, and John C. Calhoun and William Preston of South 

Carolina, this group wisely took a moderate and dispassionate 

position on recognition, arguing that accurate information 

on conditions in Texas he obtained before any Senate action 

on the subject. At first their colleagues were reluctant to 

even consider the issue for fear of further alienating Mexico 

and offending Jackson. Reports from Texas and public opinion 

in the United States soon changed their minds. Indeed, the 

news of the San Jacinto victory and Santa Anna's capture 

convinced many once pessimistic senators that Texas independence 

had been achieved. Moreover, a sympathetic American public 

began flooding Congress with hundreds of petitions and 

memorials requesting recognition. Once senators realized 

that the Texas Republic had a fighting chance for survival 

and that a large segment of the populace was vocally in favor 

of recognition, opposition to the consideration of recognition 

weakened.^ 

Sensing this weakening, the Walker-led senators planned 

strategy, lobbied intensively, and debated zealously for the 

recognition of Texas. Two themes characterized their arguments. 

The first was that the United States had an obligation to 

recognize Texas if the country had a functioning, de facto 

1^Register of Debates. 24 Cong., 1 Sess., 12:1286-87, 
1414-24, 1455-56. 
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government capable of effectively governing its people and of 

repelling any future Mexican invasions. Walker urged the Senate 

to obtain information either proving or disproving the existence 

of such a jde facto government. The Senate vote on recognition, 

he quipped, should hinge entirely on this information. The 

second theme characterizing this faction's debates was that 

recognition and annexation were two separate and unrelated 

issues. Proponents of recognition realized that the more 

emotional and volatile annexation question, if tied to recog-

nition, would spark bitter opposition and would undoubtedly 

lead to the defeat of both measures. Even "Old Bullion" 

Benton, one of the dearest friends of Texas, concluded that 

any talk of annexation was premature because Texas had not 

asked for admission into the Union, her independence was still 

contested by Mexico, and her boundaries were as yet unadjusted. 

Correctly, he predicted: 

To discuss the question of her admission into this 
Union, under these circumstances, is to treat her 
[Texas'] with disrespect, to embroil ourselves with 
Mexico, to compromise the disinterestedness of our 
motives in the eyes of Europe, and to start among 
ourselves prematurely... a question which, whenever 
it comes, cannot be without its own intrinsic diff-
iculties and perplexities. 16 

On 23 May I836, the Senate heeded the cadre's advice, 

electing to refer the recognition issue to the Committee on 

Foreign Relations for study and recommendation. After close 

to a month of study, the Committee, chaired by Henry Clay, 

16 
Ibid., pp. 1525-37; for the Benton quote see p. 1920. 
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made its report to the upper house. The report suggested that 

the President recognize the sovereignty of Texas "whenever 

satisfactory information shall he received that it has in 

successful operation a civil Government, capable of performing 

the duties and fulfilling the obligations of an independent 

power." The committee concluded that the Executive, by having 

access to the day to day reports of the State Department and 

by being able to appoint special agents, would be in a better 

position than the Senate to evaluate conditions in Texas. On 

1 July I836, the Senate unanimously approved the committee's 

recommendation, and, three days later, the House, by an over-

whelming vote, approved a similar report from its own Committee 

on Foreign Affairs. For the representatives and senators on 

Capitol Hill, this was a politically safe move. In fact, their 

votes approving these two reports committed them to nothing 

except passing the recognition issue to Jackson. It was now 

the President's decision whether or not to recognize Texas.^ 

The Senate and House reports caught Old Hickory by 

•surprise. Before their publication he had done little to 

ascertain conditions in Texas and had not even met officially 

with the Texas envoys in Washington. Prodded by Congress's 

action, the Jackson administration dispatched special agent 

17 
'For the Senate report see ibid., pp. 184-7-48. The Senate 

approved the report by a vote of 39 to 0, ibid., pp. 1928. The 
House approved its committee's report by a vote of 128 to 20. 
For the House report and vote see ibid., pp. 4-621-22; Carson 
to Burnet, 3 July 1836, Garrison,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence 
of Texas, vol. 1, p. 103. 
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Henry Morfit to Texas In late June to study its military, 

economic, and social condition. Specifically, Morfit was to 

report on Texas's ability to repel a Mexican invasion and on 

the stability of its government. The President assured all 

interested parties that no action on recognition would be 

taken until after the agent submitted his reports to the 

White House. 

Morfit's incisive and thorough reports began to reach 

Washington in September, and they revealed, for the first time, 

the actual conditions in post-revolutionary Texas. A keen and 

prescient observer, the agent acted as Jackson's eyes west 

of the Sabine. Perhaps the most important observation the 

agent made was that Texas did indeed have a functioning, 

though feeble, de facto government. He also conjectured that 

the newly formed Republic would survive provided chaos and 

upheaval remained the rule in Mexico. On this point the 

insightful Morfit wrote: 

It is owing to the confused state of parties, the 
exhausted treasury, the division of the troops into 
opposite commandancies, the contest between those who 
are for a consolidated government and those who desire 
a republic, that the fate of Texas is thus protracted; 
and, after all that can be said in regard to her to 
sustain her independence, it resolves itself into 

18 
Morfit's instructions can be found In Forsyth to 

Morfit, 23 June I836, Manning.ed., Diplomatic Correspondence 
of the United States, vol. 12, pp. 3 -4 . See also Collinsworth 
and Grayson to Burnet, 15 July I836, Garrison,ed., Diplomatic 
Correspondence of Texas, vol. 1, pp. 110-11; Memucan Hunt to 
Mirabeau Lamar, 17.October 1836, Mirabeau Buonaparte Lamar, 
The Papers of Mirabeau Buonaparte Lamar, eds.. Charles A. 
Gulick and Katherine Elliot, 6 vols. (Austins A. C. Baldwin 
and Sons, 1921-1928), lsif-6̂ --66. 
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the single fact, that, without foreign aid, her future 
security must depend more upon the weakness and 
imbecility of her enemy than upon her own strengths. 

In addition, the agent informed the administration of the 

outcome of the Texas elections held in September. In these 

elections the Texans voted overwhelmingly to seek admission 

to the Union, and they elected Sam Houston as president of 

the permanent government. Thus Morfit's numerous reports 

answered the questions that Congress and the Executive were 

most interested in: Texas had an operating government, and 

Mexican instability practically ensured its existence. 

The friends of Texas believed that Morfit's reports 

made recognition inevitable. Granted, his dispatches were 

cautious and his conclusions tentative, but they did at least 

verify the existence of a de facto government west of the 

Sabine. Consequently, the administration had little choice 

but to recognize Texas, thought recognition's proponents. 

Jackson had other thoughts, however. 

Rather than grant recognition, the President, in his 

annual message delivered in December, 1836, decided to throw 

the issue back to Congress. In an attempt to avoid a decision, 

the unusually cautious Jackson sent Morfit's reports to the 

Hill and recommended that the legislature decide whether or 

19 
For the majority of Morfit's reports on the conditions 

in Texas see Morfit to Forsyth, 22, 23, 27 August, 6, 9, 
12 September 1836, Manning,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of 
the United States, vol. 12, pp. 104-14, 116-18. The quote 
can be found in Morfit to Forsyth, 10 September 1836, House 
Documents, no. 35 (24 Cong., 2 Sess.), serial set 302. ' 
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not to recognize Texas. Jackson, however, did caution the 

Congress not to act hastily. He feared that since Texas was 

once claimed by the United States and since it had voted in 

September to seek admission into the Union, a speedy recognition 

would arouse suspicions. Secretary of State Forsyth accurately 

summarized this fear when he said to William Wharton, a Texas 

envoy: 

That if after that vote [ September election^ the United 
States were to recognize Texas too promptly it would^ 
seem as if it was a preconceived arrangement with which 
the United States had been frequently charged. That 
it would seem as if the United States were recognizing 
Texas to make her a competent contracting party for 
the purpose of immediately annexing her. 

The President, obviously unconvinced of the stability of Texas 

and terribly concerned with appearances, included the following 

statement in his December messages 

Prudence, therefore, seems to dictate that we should 
still stand aloof, and maintain our present attitude, 
if not until Mexico itself, or one of the great foreign 
powers, shall recognize the independence of the new 
Government, at least until the lapse of time or the 
course of events shall have proved, beyond cavil or 
dispute, the ability of the people of that country 
to maintain their separate sovereignty. 

Preaching delay and caution, the White House once again 

shunned recognition. The year ended unceremoniously for Texas. 

20 
Jackson's annual message of I836 which included the 

second quote in this paragraph can be found in Richardson, 
ed., Messages and Papers of the Presidents, vol. 3> pp. 365-
69. In a letter to Amos Kendall the President also explained 
that he feared war with Mexico might result from any American 
recognition of Texas. Jackson to Kendall, 8 December I836, 
Bassett,ed., Correspondence of Jackson, vol. 5» P* 44l. For 
the Forsyth quote see Wharton to Austin, 22 December I836, 
Garrison,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of Texas, vol. 1, 
p. 158. 

20 
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Nevertheless, the new year was to be something of a 

turning point for the Republic. In December, I836, the House 

of Representatives referred Morfit's reports and Jackson's 

suggestions to its Committee on Foreign Affairs for study. 

On 18 February I837, the House committee, in spite of the 

President's apprehensions, recommended that Texas be recognized 

and "that the Ways and Means Committee be directed to provide, 

in the bill for the civil and diplomatic expenses of the 

Government, a salary and outfit for such public agent as 

the President may determine to send to Texas." Nine days 
O 4 

later the House opened debate on the committee report. 

Waddy Thompson, a Whig representative from South Carolina, 

led the floor fight for its adoption. He argued that Mexico's 

unwillingness to recognize Texas should not influence the 

American position. Historically, Thompson pointed out, the 

creation of a de facto government had been the only criterion 

that dictated the recognition of new nations. In fact, the 

United States recognized Mexico years before Spain did. 

Representative Jesse Bynum of North Carolina admonished the 

House to approve recognition because Texas had earned it by 

winning her independence on the battlefield and by establishing 

a republican government. He exclaimed that Texas could no 

longer be treated as a "political shuttlecock." The opponents 

of recognition, led by Samson Mason of Ohio and Samuel Hoar 

21 
House Reports, no. 240 {2k Cong., 2 Sess.), serial set 

306; Wharton to Rusk, [ n.d.] , Garrison,ed., Diplomatic Cor-
respondence of Texas, vol. 1, p. 194. 
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of Massachusetts, echoed Jackson's position. Mason conceded 

that Texas was independent hut charged that the Houston 

government must prove its ability to sustain itself before 

recognition could be bestowed. More importantly, the 

opponents claimed that recognition was only a prelude in the 

minds of many to annexation and expansion. Fearing the 

sectional repercussions of the annexation question, the 

House opponents endeavored to block the issue by defeating 

recognition. They failed. On 28 February 1837. "the House 

approved the committee report and appropriated funds for 

the salary of a diplomatic agent to be sent to Texas by 

22 

the President. 

The Senate also got into the act. On 1 March, Robert 

Walker called up a resolution that he had introduced back 

in January demanding immediate recognition of the Texas Re-

public. Later that evening, the Senate passed Walker's 

resolution by a vote of 23 to 19. The message emanating from 

Capitol Hill, then, was that Texas deserved recognition. 

The legislative groundwork had been laid. This resounding 

message did have an impact on the retiring Jackson who, 

shortly before midnight on 3 March 1837. appointed Alcee 

La Branche of Louisiana as the first American charge d'affaires 

to the Republic of Texas. After this the old General sum-

moned the two Texas ministers, William Wharton and Memucan Hunt, 
22 
For the House debates on recognition see Register of 

Debates, 2k Cong., 2 Sess., 13s2010-57, 2060-66. 
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to "the White House to celebrate with a glass of wine. Recog-

23 

nition had come at last. 

This American recognition marked the "beginning of an 

era for Texas and the end of a political career for Jackson. 

Recognition was the last official act of his presidency—a 

presidency that witnessed Texas evolve from a Mexican province 

into a sovereign nation. For eight years Texas had preoccupied 

Jackson. His "burning desire to "bring Texas under the stars 

and stripes was moderated only "by his unwillingness to tarnish 

the American worldwide reputation and his fear that annexation 

would fuel the flames of sectionalism. These concerns influenced 

his neutrality and recognition policies during his last two 

years as president. But the day after La Branche's appointment, 

Old Hickory's term as president expired, and the old warrior 

left the White House. He could now look forward to relatively 

peaceful years in retirement at the Hermitage. 

While recognition turned Jackson's thoughts to retirement, 

it turned the Texans' to annexation. Both the populace and 

the government in Texas viewed recognition an "empty victory" 

without incorporation into the United States. As a result, 

once the recognition obstacle was surmounted, the Houston ad-
o ix 

ministration confronted an even more formidable one—annexation. 

23 
The Senate vote on, and the debate over, the Walker 

resolution can be found in ibid., 1010-11, 2194-99. See also 
Wharton and Hunt to Henderson, 15 March 1837, Garrison,ed., 
Diplomatic Correspondence of Texas, vol. 1, p. 201. 

24 
Stanley Siegel, Political History of the Texas Republic, 

1836-45 (Austins University of Texas Press, 1956), p. 78. 



CHAPTER IY 

FROM RECOGNITION TO REJECTION 

Only hours after Jackson recognized the Texas Republic, 

Martin Van Buren was sworn in as the eighth president of the 

United States. Little Van, a longtime Jeffersonian and one 

of the leading architects of the Democratic party, "beat 

"back the challenge of three Whig candidates to win the hard-

fought election of 1836. His victory was not an overwhelming 

vindication of Jacksonian Democracy, however. Contrariwise, 

his meager 25.688 majority out of 1,505.290 popular votes, 

indicated that the Democratic alliance was slowly fragmenting. 

Indeed, the hank war, nullification, Indian removal, Masonry, 

and the issue of slavery had subjected the party to severe 

strain during Jackson's two terms and had prompted the 

formation of a formidable opposition--the Whigs. The Red 

Fox of Kinderhook hoped to use his presidency to restore 

Democratic harmony and to prevent further Whig growth. 

This was not to be. Shortly after taking office, a harsh 

panic and depression paralyzed the nation, absorbing most 

1 
of his administration's time and energy. 

1 
Van Buren's Whig opponents in I836 were Daniel Webster 

of Massachusetts, Hugh Lawson White of Tennessee, and "Old 
Tippecanoe," William Henry Harrison. The Whigs hoped that by 
running several popular sectional candidates that this would 
prevent the Democrats from gaining a majority and thus throw 

79 
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The adverse political and economic climate prevalent 

in the country forced Yan Buren to work toward two goals 

as President. The first was to preserve national and party 

unity by ignoring potentially divisive sectional issues 

whenever possible. Never particularly popular in the South, 

the New Yorker tried to curry southern favor by promising 

in his inaugural address to oppose the abolition of slavery 

in the District of Columbia and to resist any attempt at 

interference in the states where it existed. He endeavored 

to guard the government from any involvement in the slavery 

controversy, an involvement which, once it became political, 

would shake the nation to its foundations. Mattie Van's 

second goal was to help ameliorate the economic distress 

of the country by passing the Independent Treasury bill. 

Because of these goals, the newly elected President decided 

not to push for the annexation of Texas. Since annexation 

was linked to the sensitive issue of slavery expansion, he 

feared consideration of the question might drive a wedge 

between northern and southern Democrats, thus disrupting the 

party. Also, a debate on Texas would surely divert attention 

the election in the House of Representatives. In the House 
they felt that one of the three hopefuls would have a better 
chance of being elected. Though the election was relatively 
close, their plan failed. Yan Buren won 170 electoral votes 
to 12k for his combined opponents. Glydon G. Van Deusen, 
The Jacksonian Era (New Yorks Harper, 1959), pp. 110-12; 
Malcolm E. Carroll, Origins of the Whig Party (Durham: Duke 
University Press, 1925), pp. 140-51; Arthur C. Cole, The 
Whig Party in the South (Washington! American Historical 
Association, 1913)» pp. 39-^5. 
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from the pressing economic problems caused by the Panic of 

1837. Van Buren realized early in his administration that 

his reelection in 1840 depended upon the maintenance of 

party unity and upon economic recovery; annexation threatened 

the accomplishment of both goals. Understandably, he 

2 

refused to initiate an annexation push. 

The Texans were not so hesitant. On the contrary, 

annexation had been a goal of the Houston administration 

since it took office. Public opinion and a somewhat pes-

simistic appraisal of the Republic's future forced the hero 

of San Jacinto to begin working for annexation shortly after 

his inauguration in October, 1836. There could be little 

doubt of the popular support in Texas for annexation. In 

fact, in the September canvass that saw Houston elected as 

president, all but 6l of the 6,000 voters opted for immediate 

annexation to the United States. Texans obviously sensed 

Thomas Ritchie to Thomas Green, 29 March 1836, Thomas 
Ritchie, "Ritchie Letters," ed. Charles H. Ambler, John P. 
Branch Historical Papers of Randolph-Macon College 4 (1916): 
376; James C. Curtis, The Fox at Bay, Martin Van Buren and the 
Presidency, 1837-1841 (Lexington: University of Kentucky Press, 
1970), pp. ix, 152, 159. 168-69; Robert V. Remini, Martin Van 
Buren and the Making of the Democratic Party (New York: Columbia 
University Press,1959)> pp. 15, 187, 196; Edward M. Shepard, 
Martin Van Buren (1888; reprint ed., New York: Houghton, Mifflin, 
1900), pp. 449-67; Holmes Alexander, The American Talleyrand: 
The Career and Contemporaries of Martin Van Buren, Eighth 
President (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1935)> pp. 177» 253-
54; Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr., The Age of Jackson (1945; reprint 
ed., Boston; Little, Brown and Co., 1953).pp. 47-52, 263-
64. Edwin Croswell, the editor of the pro-Van Buren Albany 
Argus, also argued that the Little Magician's political 
future depended more on economic recovery than on annexation. 
Argus, 9 April, 9 May I838. 
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•that as an independent nation they would be plagued with 

countless economic, social, and security problems that could 

threaten national existence. Such apprehensions also char-

acterized the Houston government. In a dispatch to an agent 

in Washington, the Texas Secretary of State, Robert A. Irion, 

in 1837 revealed the government's position! 

It is useless for us to deceive ourselves on this 
subject and it becomes my duty to inform you that 
the situation of the country is deplorable. We are 
without credit abroad and our resources are exhausted 
at home; and things generally are vering [sictowards 
anarchy, violence and insubordination. Annexation 
is the remedy.... 

Lack of credit, Mexican hostility, sparcity of population, 

and internal dissension made any scheme aimed at permanent 

independence seem "visionary." As a result, the government 

and the people of Texas mutually believed that annexation 

3 

was the only way to avoid chaos. 

With an eye to the past election and an eye to future 

problems, President Houston, in late I836, dispatched William 

Wharton and Memucan Hunt to Washington to promote annexation 

on "the broad basis of equitable reciprocity." Houston's 

instructions outlined the annexation terms desired by Texas 

and suggested arguments to be used to convince the American 

^Billington, The Far Western Frontier, p. 133• Irion's 
quote can be found in Irion to Memucan Hunt, 26 June 1837. 
Garrison,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of Texas, vol. 1, 
pp. 233-3^' Houston wrote his close friend Jackson and ex-
pressed similar sentiments, see Houston to Jackson, 20 Novem-
ber I836, Houston, The Writings of Sam Houston, eds. Williams 
and Barker, vol. 1, p. -̂88. 
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government "bo grant these terms. Upon reaching the capital, 

the two Texas representatives soon learned that the Jackson 

administration was hesitant to recognize the Republic west 

of the Sabine, much less annex it. Old Hickory's caution 

forced Hunt and Wharton to rethink their strategy. Rather 

than push for immediate annexation, the envoys decided to 

pressure for recognition and then, after that was granted, 

to broach the subject of annexation. By March, 1837, the 

retiring Jackson had recognized Texas and Van Buren was 

safely in the White House. The path appeared open for 

annexation negotiations.^ 

Wharton and Hunt believed that the annexation question 

would be fought in the United States along sectional lines 

because it touched the sensitive issues of slavery extension 

and the political balance between the North and the South. 

They predicted that, once introduced, annexation would 

"agitate this union more than did the attempt to restrict 

Missouri, nullification, and abolitionism all combined." 

The envoys expected an uphill battle but concluded that the 

northern President would throw his support behind the incor-

poration of Texas into the Union to strengthen his ties with 

the Democratic party organizations in the South. This, 

k 
For Wharton and Hunt's instructions see Austin to 

Wharton, 18 November, 10 December I836, J. Pinckney Henderson 
to Wharton, 31 December, Henderson to Hunt, 31 December 1836, 
all in Garrison,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of Texas, vol. 
1, pp. 127-35, 136-37, 150-51, 160-6^. 
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however, was only speculation. In fact, Van Buren had made no 

pronouncement on Texas and the administration organ, the 

Globe, had likewise maintained a meaningful silence on the 

issue. This in itself should have told the Texans something. 

They chose instead to ignore the signals—or perhaps the 

lack of signals--from the White House. On 4 August 1837 > 

with the country wracked by economic depression, Hunt submitted 

to Secretary of State Forsyth a twenty page dispatch offering 

annexation to the United States. This formal offer, he hoped, 

would force the Little Magician to reveal his annexation 
K 

attitudes. 

Hunt's dispatch gave a brief historical sketch of Texas, 

from Moses Austin's pact with Spain to settle American 

families west of the Sabine to the first months of the Houston 

administration. More importantly, he listed a host of reasons 

why the United States should annex the young Republic. Some 

of the reasons included the followingr Texans were merely 

uprooted Americans with the same language and culture, Texas 

would bring ample new resources and fertile soil to the 

Union, Texas would enable the United States to control the 

Gulf of Mexico and better protect New Orleans, and, if 

unannexed, Texas would grow into a formidable competitor 

with its neighbor across the Sabine. Perhaps the most 

important reason was an intimated warning that if the United 

-Warton to Austin, 11 December 1836, 6 January 1837, 
Hunt to Henderson, 15 April, 30 May 1837, Hunt to ?, fn.d.l, 
all in ibid., pp. 152-53, 169, 208-10, 221-22, 238-^17 
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States rejected annexation then the Houston government would 

attempt to establish close diplomatic and economic ties 

with Great Britain. President Houston fully appreciated 

the suspicions most Americans held toward Her Majesty's 

government and strongly believed that these suspicions 

could "be exploited to promote annexation. Americans would 

find the threat of a British-aligned Texas on the southern 

border intolerable and would do anything possible, including 

annexation, to prevent it, thought the Raven. Wharton and 

Hunt had been apprised of this and had been instructed to 

use such a ploy in their talks with the United States. Con-

sequently, Hunt included in his dispatch the threat that Texas 

would send an agent to Britain to normalize relations between 

the two governments if the Texas offer were spurned. 

The envoy waited impatiently for the State Department's 

response. Three weeks later, on 25 August 1837, Forsyth 

^Hunt to Forsyth, 4 August I837, Manning,ed., Diplomatic 
Correspondence of the United States, vol. 12, pp. 129-40, see 
also same to Irion, 4 August I837, Garrison,ed., Diplomatic 
Correspondence of Texas, vol. 1, pp. 24-5-46. One can trace the 
Texas decision to use the threat of closer ties to Britain to 
influence the annexation position of the American government 
in Austin to Wharton, 18 November 1836, Henderson to Hunt, 
31 December 1836, Hunt to Henderson, lj> April, 30 May 1837, 
ibid., pp. 136-37» 160-64, 208-10, 221-22. As early as 
September, 1836, the State Department cautioned the British 
not to try and dictate policy to Texas and warned that any 
attempt by Britian to intervene to put down the Texas revolt 
would be met with force by the United States. Andrew Stevenson, 
the American minister in London, made this clear to the British 
government. Forsyth to Stevenson, 14 September I836, Diplomatic 
Instructions of the Department of State, 1801-1906, Record 
Group 59; Stevenson to Forsyth, 29 October I836, Despatches 
From United States Ministers to Great Britain, 1791-1906, 
Record Group 59. National Archives, Washington, D.C., microfilm. 
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communicated the government's decision to the eager Hunt. 

Hurriedly reading the dispatch, he found an unequivocal 

rejection of annexation based ostensibly on two factors. 

The first was that despite the San Jacinto victory and the 

defeat of Santa Anna, a state of war still existed between 

Texas and Mexico. The administration surmised that if 

annexation were agreed to, then the United States would be 

annexing both Texas and her war with Mexico. The second 

reason for the rejection of Hunt's offer stemmed from the 

alleged doubts that surrounded the constitutionality of 

annexation. Forsyth pointed out that the incorporation of a 

sovereign nation into the Union was an unprecedented move 

about which the constitution said nothing. He concluded 

the dispatch by conceding that the Texas offer was tempting 

but reiterated that the fear of war and annexation's unpre-

cedented nature accounted for its rejection. Though Hunt 

angrily responded by attempting to poke holes in the admini-

stration's arguments and by repeating the Texas threats, 

7 

Van Buren's decision remained firm. He would not be moved. 

The Red Fox's Intransigence on annexation derived not 

from the reasons given by Forsyth in his communication to 
n 
'The decision to reject the Texas offer was made In 

Van Buren's weekly Cabinet meeting some four days after Hunt 
submitted it. The reason for Forsyth's delay in communicating 
the administration's decision to the Texan remains a mystery. 
For the delayed communication see Forsyth to Hunt, 25 August 
1837. Manning,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of the United States, 
vol. 12, pp. 11-13. Hunt's heated response can be found in 
Hunt to Forsyth, 12 September 1837> ibid.", pp. 1^1-45. 



87 

Hunt tart from the President's fear that annexation would 

ignite sectional fires and fragment the Democratic party. 

He was reluctant to raise the issue "because it could bring 

on a life-and-death struggle between the North and South 

over slavery extension. Not only would such a struggle 

threaten party unity, but it could threaten the existence 

of the Union itself. He also doubted whether he had the 

political influence and leverage needed to guide an annexation 

treaty through the Senate and secure the two-thirds majority 

necessary for its ratification. Such a ratification fight 

would require tireless lobbying and effective planning to 

be successful. Obviously, then, annexation would divert 

energy and attention away from what the President considered 

to be his number one priority—the Independent Treasury 

bill. With economic recovery his primary goal, Van Buren 

decided not to jeopardize the passage of a recovery bill 

or, more importantly, his own prestige, by concurrently pushing 

for annexation. Thus to the Little Magician annexation was 

not an issue that could easily be isolated. Its consideration 

might threaten economic recovery, party unity, and the country's 

very existence. With the stakes so high, the President was 
Q 

unwilling to gamble. 

Undoubtedly, Van Buren was also influenced by the 

increasingly vocal opposition to annexation expressed by 

8 
Adams to Lundy, 11 March 1838, Letterbook, Adams 

Family Papers. 
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the Whigs and the abolitionists. Influential Whigs held 

fears similar to those of the President and argued against 

annexation as long as an independent Texas posed no threat to 

the United States. Daniel Webster, in a well publicized speech 

at Niblo's Saloon in New York, came out against the annexation 

of Texas because it would extend slavery and add more slave-

holding states to the Union, Abbott Lawrence, a Massachusetts 

representative and an industrialist, bluntly argued that the 

addition of Texas to the Union would give'the South effective 

control of the government. Echoing Webster, he commented: "Let 

us maintain the Constitution in letter and spirit as we received 

it from our fathers, and resist every attempt at the acquisition 

of territory to be inhabited by slaves." Thurlow Weed, the 

brilliant manager of New York's Whiggery, saw the annexation 

issue as a potential Trojan Horse rolled into the Whig camp. 

Like his longtime enemy Yan Buren, Weed predicted that the Texas 

issue would inflame sectional passions and weaken the ties 

between northern and southern party members. Political 

expediency dictated that annexation be ignored if possible, 

opposed if necessary, concluded the New Yorker. Henry Clay, 

too, opposed the agitation of the Texas question, viewing 

it as potentially risky to the nation's unity and as unnec-

essary to the security of the United States. The influential 

National Intelligencer came out against annexation as being 

evil and dangerous.^ 

9 
'Webster's speech, given on 15 March 1837, can be found 
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While the Whigs opposed annexation for political 

reasons, John Quincy Adams, at this time a Massachusetts 

representative in Congress, and his abolitionist allies 

based their opposition upon moral grounds. Ironically, 

Adams, who as Monroe's secretary of state was the last 

Cabinet member to agree to give up Texas and as President 

had tried to regain it, became the leading opponent of 

annexation. Strongly influenced by the writings of Quaker 

abolitionist Benjamin Lundy and of preacher William Ellery 

Channing, Old Man Eloquent believed that land speculation 

and a desire to extend slavery sparked the Texas revolution 

and whetted the appetite of annexationists. According to 

the ex-President, slavocrats, led by Jackson, had covertly 

planned and aided the revolution and had recognized the 

upstart Republic in order to clear the way for annexation. 

Annexation would add at least five slave states to the 

Union and would increase the value of land west of the 

Sabine. As a result, southern slaveholders and northern 

land speculators would benefit. Because of his hatred of 

in Daniel Webster, The Works of Daniel Webster. 6 vols. (Bostons 
C. C. Little and J. Brown, 1851), 1s35^~57• See also Webster 
to Nicholas Biddle, 10 September I838, Nicholas Biddle Papers, 
Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.; Abott Lawrence, Memoir 
of Abbott Lawrence, ed. Hamilton Andrews, 2d ed. (Bostons 
Little, Brown and Co., 1884), p. 21; Weed to Francis Granger, 
5 December I836, Francis Granger Papers, Library of Congress, 
Washington, D.C.; Clay to Biddle, lb September I838, Nicholas 
Biddle, The Correspondence of Nicholas Biddle Dealing with 
National Affairs, l807-lB44. ed. Reginald flNtew Yn-rki 
Houghton Mifflin Co., 1919), PP- 331-32; National Intelligencer. 
16 July I836. — 
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•the peculiar institution, the Massachusetts representative 

vowed to fight annexation and to stand solidly against the 

expansion of slavery. William Lloyd Garrison's Liberator 

and the American Anti-Slavery Society pledged to join 

10 

Adams in his fight. 

The hostile position of the Whigs and the abolitionists, 

coupled with worsening economic and political problems, 

convinced Van Buren to reject the Texas offer and to hope 

that the annexation issue would not resurface. His wish 

was not fulfilled. Representatives and senators simply 

would not leave the issue alone as both friends and enemies 

of annexation kept the Twenty-fifth Congress convulsed with 

talk of Texas. John C. Calhoun, as soon as Congress convened 

in December, 1837. threw down the gauntlet in the Senate 

by offering a resolution which affirmed the just and consitutional 
10 
The writings on Texas that most influenced Adams were 

Lundy's The War in Texas and Channing's A Letter on the Annexation 
of Texas to the United States, both were published in 1837. 
Adams revealed his Texas position in several of his letters 
and later in the House of Representatives, see especially Adams 
to John Burrufo, 17 May I836, Adams to Charles Francis Adams, 
2k May I836, Adams to Biddle, 10 June 1836, Adams to William 
Ellery Channing, 21 November 1837, all in Letterbook, Adams 
Family Papers; Adams to Alexander Hamilton Everett, 10 May 
I836, John Quincy Adams, "Letters of John Quincy Adams to 
Alexander Hamilton Everett, I8II-I837," ed. Andrew McLoughlin, 
American Historical Review 11 (1905-1906):350-51. Richard 
Stenburg argues that politics rather than abolitionist principles 
shaped Adams's antiannexation stand. From abolitionist oriented 
Massachusetts, the expansionist Adams, concludes Stenburg, 
opposed Texas to win the support of his constituents and to 
ensure his own reelection. Stenburg, "J. Q. Adamss Imperialist 
and Apostate," Southwest Social Science Quarterly 16 (1936)s 
k2-k9. For the abolitionists' stand on Texas see Liberator. 
25 June, 9 July, 3 September I836, 11 August I837. 
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right of the South and West to extend their limits or increase 

their population without regard to the effect of that course 

upon slavery. Another South Carolina senator, William Preston, 

succeeded in laying Calhoun's general resolution upon the 

11 

table in order to clear the way for a more direct bill. 

On k January 1838, Preston introduced his own resolution 

which called for the annexation of Texas whenever it could 

be done "consistently with the public faith and treaty 

stipulations of the United States" and "without disturbing 

the harmony subsisting between this country and Mexico." 

In his speech defending the bill, the South Carolinian argued 

that annexation was necessary to help reestablish the political 

balance between the North and South. Without the additional 

states to be carved from Texas, the South, challenged Preston, 

would soon be at the legislative mercy of the North: 
At this moment the non-slaveholding States have in 
the House of Representatives 143 members out of 2^0, 
a majority of one-sixth; and a majority of k senators.... 
Mr. President, when we look forward to the next census, 
New York, with her two and a half millions; Ohio, with 
her two millions; Indiana, with her seven hundred 
thousand; Illinois, Michigan, and the rest; where, 
sir, will be the South then? 

Contrary to the charges of the abolitionists, the Senator 

reassured his colleagues that annexation would not transfer 

control of the government to the slave states. At best, 

the addition of Texas would give the South political parity 

with the North. Preston's passionate speech had little 

11 
Congressional Globe. 25 Cong., 2 Sess., 6:55, 76, 

96, 98. 
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impact as the Senate voted to table his resolution on 

14 June 1838.12 

On this same day in the House of Representatives, Waddy 

Thompson, also of South Carolina, introduced a resolution 

"directing the President to take the necessary steps for 

the annexation of Texas...." Two days later, Adams, hoping 

to head off consideration of the Thompson bill, offered an 

amendment to it. The Massachusetts representative created 

a furor in the lower chamber as he read his amendment: 

That the power of annexing the people of any inde-
pendent foreign state to this Union, is a power not 
delegated by the Constitution of the United States to 
their Congress, or to any department of their Government, 
but referred to the people; that any attempt by act 
of Congress: or by treaty, to annex the Republic of 
Texas to this Union, would be a usurpation of power... 
which would be the right and duty of the free people 
of the Union to resist and annul. 

Preposterous! Outrageous! Blasphemous! screamed a few 

southern representatives. If Adams's amendment was ever 

adopted, then expansion via annexation would be taken out 

of the government's hands and further growth of the South 

would be stifled. Adams raised a serious constitutional 

question, but his real motive was to forestall a vote on 

Thompson's bill. He succeeded. Because his motion was 

actually an amendment to a resolution, Old Man Eloquent 

received the rights to the House floor for the morning hour 

of debates. Shrewdly, he held the floor in a one man 

12 — — -
Ibid., Appendix, pp. 555-58- The vote to lay the 

bill on the table was 24 to 14, ibid., p. 453. 
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filibuster that lasted from 16 June until Congress adjourned 

on 9 July I838. During his filibuster Adams vehemently 

attacked annexation and effectively prevented a vote on the 

13 
South Carolinian's annexation "bill. 

Had Thompson's resolution reached the House floor for 

a vote, it undoubtedly would have been laid upon the table 

much like Preston's bill in the Senate. Annexation was 

becoming an explosive issue which most congressmen simply 

wanted to ignore. Also, the atmosphere of sectional recrim-

ination in Congress did little to create a climate conducive 

to the admission of Texas. For example, in June, 1837, the 

small but vocal American Anti-Slavery Society started cir-

culating petitions throughout the North protesting against 

annexation. These petitions charged that the addition of Texas 

would enable the South to dominate the nation and take away 

the rights of petition and free speech through repressive 

gag rules. In addition, they argued that southern domination 

might result in the overthrow of the protective tariff, the 

crippling of northern manufacturers, and serious injury 

13Ibid., pp. 44-9-54, 457, 463, 465, ^72, 474, 475, 480, 
483, 487, 491, 497» 498, 501* Adams later published a revised 
version of his Texas speech, see Adams, Speech of John Quincy 
Adams on Resolutions of Seven State Legislatures Relating to 
the Annexation of Texas, Delivered in Fragments of the Morning 
Hour, June 16 to July 7. 1838 (Washingtoni'I638). For comments 
on the speech see Fairfax Catlett to Irion, 12 July I838, 
Garrison,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of Texas, vol. 1, 
pp. 338-40. For a favorable assessment of the filibuster see 
George T. Tade, "The Anti-Texas Addresss John Quincy Adams' 
Personal Filibuster," Southern Speech Journal 30 (1965)'190-98. 
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to "the northern shipping interests. The superstructure of 

the Union, too, might "buckle under the sectional strain 

created by a government attentive to the interests of only 

the South. The combination of the Texas question with the 

right of petition, economic policy, and love of the Union, 

proved to he a mighty force for the society's campaign. In 

1837 and I 838 , petitions, memorials, and resolutions poured 

into Congress in such numbers that the chairman of the 

House Committee on Foreign Affairs described those in his 

own keeping as measurable "by cubic feet." Abolitionist 

William Lloyd Garrison predicted that in a single session 

of Congress more than 600,000 signatures appeared on such 

petitions. Obviously, these petitions had no little impact 

14 
on Congress. 

Memorials from several state legislatures protesting 

annexation served to amplify this impact. Rhode Island 

said that a new constitution would be necessary for the 

incorporation of Texas, and that any attempt to bring in 

this alien territory would be looked upon by free men as 

manifesting a willingness to destroy the federal compact. 

Massachusetts insisted that only the people themselves 

1 h> 
Gilbert Barnes, The Antislaverv ImpulseV 1830-1844 

(New York: D. Appleton-Century, 1933)» PP- 121-27» 177-97» 
Dwight L. Dumond, Antislaverv, The Crusade for Freedom in America 
(Ann Arbors University of Michigan Press, I 9 6 I ), ppV 244-48; 
Smith, The Annexation of Texas, p. 67. For the Chairman's 
reference to these petitions see Congressional Globe, 25 Cong., 
2 Sess., 6S453« Garrison's prediction can be found in the 
Liberator, 7> March 1845-
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could admit a foreign nation and that any action taken 

by the government for such a purpose would be null and void. 

Vermont feared that annexation would give the slaveholding 

states such weight that the free section would be degraded. 

Ohio and Michigan reiterated these apprehensions and at-

tacked the South for being selfish and acquisitive. The 

Whig and abolitionist press merely echoed the arguments 

of these free states. Meanwhile southern legislatures 

in Tennessee, Alabama, and Mississippi clamored for the 

acquisition of Texas, arguing that it was essential to the 

security of slavery and of the South. Moreover, extremist 

southern papers threatened dissolution of the Union if Texas 

were not annexed, while a few moderate Democratic sheets 

predicted that an independent Texas would inevitably become 

an economic and military threat to the United States. The 

ferocious threats of disunion from both southern and northern 

extremists, coupled with the heightened sectional emotions 

produced by the Texas issue, prompted one member of Congress 

to remarks "The whole nation was in a state of agitation, 

1 5 
working like a troubled sea." 

-̂ The state memorials that reached Congress can be 
found in House Documents, nos. 55> 182, 196, 211, 37-3 (25 Cong., 
2 Sess.,); Congressional Globe, 25 Cong., 2 Sess., 6s39> 365« 
312, 449. For an assessment of newspaper opinion on the 
annexation question see Wharton to Austin, 11 December 1836, 
Garrison,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of Texas, vol. 1, 
p. 151» also Richmond Enquirer, 5 July, 6 December 1836, 
23 February 1837; New Hampshire Fatriot, 21 February 1837; New 
Orleans Bee excerpted in the Globe! To December 1836. For- the 
direct quote see Congressional Globe, 25 Cong., 2 Sess., 6s443> 
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Owing to the threatening atmosphere in Congress and 

the nation, most senators and representatives thought it 

expedient to table the Texas discussion. Indeed, without 

support from the Van Buren administration, defeat of any 

annexation plan was a foregone conclusion. Gradually, the 

Texas representative, Hunt, "began to realize this and, 

by I838, concluded that the President would never publicly 

support annexation. In a dispatch to his government in 

late January, 1838, Hunt accurately summarized Van Buren's 

reasons for forsaking annexations 

But hampered as they [the administration} are by their 
party trammels on the one hand, and their treaty obli-
gations with Mexico on the other, by the furious op-
position of all the free states, by the fear of incurring 
the charge of false dealings and injustice, and of 
involving this country in a war, in which they are 
now doubtful whether they would even be supported 
by a majority of their own citizens, and which would 
be at once branded by their enemies at home and abroad 
as an unjust war, instigated for the very purpose of 
gaining possession of Texas and for no other, they 
dare not and will not come out openly for the measures 
so long as the relative position of the three parties 
[Mexico, Texas, and the United States J continues the 
same as it is at present. 

It was therefore useless, Hunt concluded, and it would be 

derogatory to Texas, to urge the annexation proposition 

further. In light of Hunt's bleak prediction and of Congress's 

inability to legislate annexation, on 12 October I838, the 

Texas Republic formally withdrew its offer. Texas now set 

16 
its sights on permanent Independence. 

"^The quote can be found in Hunt to Irion, 31 January 1838, 
Garrison,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of Texas, vol. 1, p.284; 
see also Hunt to Irion, 3 February I838, ibid., p. 290. For 
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Several factors influenced the Texas government to 

withdraw its annexation proposal. The first was that the 

political and economic climate in the United States made 

annexation at this time an impossibility. Secondly, the 

two major European powers, England and France, indicated 

an unwillingness to recognize Texas independence as long as 

the annexation offer remained pending. And thirdly, public 

opinion in Texas was "beginning to change. By 1838 Texans 

believed that favorable commercial treaties with Europe, 

in addition to a few years of peace, would stabilize their 

economic and social affairs and lay the foundations for 

national greatness. The American rejection of annexation 

disillusioned and angered many Texans, convincing them that 

their future lay as an independent country, not as an American 

state. A spirit of nationalism was also developing, trans-

forming the American immigrants west of the Sabine into 

Texans5 as a result, annexation sentiment waned. At the end 

of 1837, the Texan Secretary of State expressed the opinion 

that were the annexation question to be laid before the 

people at the next election, a majority would vote in the 

negative. The results of the Texas elections in 1838 tended 

to confirm this prediction because Mirabeau Buonaparte 

Lamar, the antiannexation candidate, was chosen President. 

In his inaugural address, the new chief magistrate merely 

the withdrawal of the annexation offer see Anson Jones to Aaron 
Yail, 12 October I838, Manning,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence 
of the United States, vol. 12, p. 



98 

verbalized the sentiment of the populace when he declared 

strongly against annexation and vowed to protect the inde-

pendence of the new nation.1^ 

Thus ended the first stage of the annexation struggle. 

In the United States, economic problems, coupled with political 

realities, prevented Van Buren from pursuing an aggressive 

policy to acquire Texas. Like Jackson, the politically 

astute New Yorker was reluctant to introduce such a potentially 

disruptive issue into the political arena. The growing 

hesitancy of northern representatives to succumb to southern 

wishes, the increasingly defensive posture of the South, 

the worsening economy, and the rising tide of abolitionism 

convinced the Red Fox to stand aloof of Texas. Moreover, 

there was no pressing need for annexation. Mexico was 

unable to muster the means, the men, or the will to launch 

a new invasion north of the Rio Grande; Texas was secure. 

American security interests were not threatened either, 

17 
'Anson Jones, Memoranda and Official Correspondence 

Relating to the Republic of Texas. It's History and Annexation 
(New York; D. Appleton and Co. , 185977 p. 65; Joseph W. Schmitz, 
Texan Statecraft, 1836-18^5 (San Antonio; Naylor Co., 19^1), 
p. 01? siegel, Political History of the Texas Republic, pp. 90-
91; La Branche to Forsyth, 13 March, 16April I838, Manning,ed., 
Diplomatic Correspondence of the United States, vol. 12, pp. 
168, 170; Mark E. Nackman, A Nation Within A Nation; The Rise 
of Texas Nationalism (Port Washington; Kennikat Press, 1975), 
pp. 78-81, 87; Irion to Hunt, 31 December 1837» Garrison,ed., 
Diplomatic Correspondence of Texas, vol. 1, p. 227. Inaugural 
Address of Lamar, Lamar, The Papers of Mirabeau Buonaparte 
Lamar,_eds. Gulick and Elliot, vol. 2, pp. 319-20; Asa K. 
Christian, "Mirabeau Buonaparte Lamar," Southwestern Historical 
Quarterly 2k (1920);203-05. 
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because Great Britain had yet to even recognize the Republic, 

much less exert inordinate influence in its governmental 

chambers. As long as all of these conditions persisted, 

the Little Magician suppressed any discussion of Texas 

statehood. 

Van Buren s administration ended with the annexation 

issue all but forgotten. 



CHAPTER V 

TYLER COURTS THE TEXAS REPUBLIC 

After Texas withdrew its offer of statehood in October, 

1838, the annexation issue temporarily faded from Texan and 

American politics. West of the Sabine, President Lamar 

struggled to establish the Republic as a viable nation. He 

failed. Lamar's grandiose plans, which included expanding 

to the Pacific, controlling and expelling Texas Indians, and 

securing Mexican recognition, ended in bankruptcy and bitter 

disappointment for the Republic. By 184-1 the people of Texas, 

frustrated by Lamar's extravagances and disillusioned by his 

unfulfilled promises, elected Houston as his successor. 

Once again, Texas lay prostrate at the mercy of outside 

powers—broken in spirit, thwarted in diplomacy, and suffering 

from an unstable economy. And once again, the hero of San 

Jacinto was expected to perform a miracle to lead the Republic 

out of Its misery. All out of miracles, the Raven, in 184-2, 

1 
turned to annexation as the best remedy for the country's ills. 

Three biographies are particularly helpful In understanding 
Lamar and his administration. Perhaps the most comprehensive 
is Herbert P. Gambrell, Mirabeau Buonaparte Lamar 1 Troubador 
and Crusader (Dallass Southwest Press, 1934). Stanley Siegel's 
The Poet President of Texas; The Life of Mirabeau B. Lamar, 
President of theRepublic of Texas (Austin; Jenkins Publishing 
Cqr. , I977) deals admirably with Lamar's tenure as president 
of the Texas Republic. For an earlier, though still useful, 

100 
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East of "the Sabine, Americans, "too, were "turning "to 

different faces to solve longstanding problems and to ease 

nagging economic woes. Not surprisingly, the American 

electorate shackled the Democrats with responsibility for the 

Panic of I837. This fact undermined Van Buren's reelection 

hopes in 184-0 and led to the election of Whig candidate, 

William Henry Harrison. On April 1841, only a month after 

his inauguration, Old Tip died, catapulting Vice-President 

John Tyler to the presidency. A Virginian by birth and a 

devotee of states' rights by philosophy, Tyler was a Democrat 

turned Whig because of Andrew Jackson's stand on nullification. 

As President, Tyler clashed repeatedly with nationalist Whigs 

led by Henry Clay, the spokesman and noted leader of the 

party. During the Virginian's first year in office, presidential 

vetoes came crashing down on several of Clay's pet domestic 

projects, leading to Tyler's excommunication from the Whig 

ranks. For the remainder of his administration, Tyler was 

a man alienated—alienated from the Democrats whom he had 

biography, see Asa K. Christian, Mirabeau Buonaparte Lamgr* 
(Austins University of Texas Press"i 1922). Sam Houston has 
been the subject of numerous biographies but only three are 
worthy of mention._ The most popular and best written of 
the three is Marquis James, The Raven; A Biography of Sam 
Houst^ (New York? Blue Ribbon Books, 1929)* James emphasizes 
Houston's career as a revolutionary leader and president 
of the Republic of Texas. Llerena Friend's book, Sam Houston: 
The Grea"t D e s 1 gneT (Aus"tins University of Texas Press, 195^J> 
devotes more attention to Houston's life after Texas entered 
the Union in 18^5. A good overall study is Marion Karl 
Wisehart, Sam Houston: American Giant (Washington: R. B. 
Luce, 196277 — 
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abandoned in the 1830s and alienated from the Whigs who had 

abandoned him in the 1840s. He spent the remaining years of 

his presidency fighting for the principles in which he 

"believed and searching for an issue with which to bolster 

his sagging popularity. He thought that he found that issue 
2 

m Texas. 

The old nullifier was both sectionalist and nationalist 

as President—a real enigma. In domestic policy his perspective 

was southern, but in foreign policy it was national. Tyler 

also was an ardent commercialist. He believed that the future 

greatness of the United States lay in its ability to penetrate 

the markets of the world and to compete successfully with 

Great Britain for commercial empire. Tyler's desire to 

extend American commercial interests caused him to attempt 

to open trade doors to China and Japan, to sign the Zollverein 

treaty, and to place the Sandwich Islands (Hawaii) under the 

protective blanket of the Monroe Doctrine. Moreover, this 

desire shaped his expansionist views. After taking residence 

at the White House, the Virginian worked to acquire California 

and, more importantly, Texas. The acquisition of both areas, 

thought Tyler, would give the United States control of the 

rwo n !q definitive work on the 18^0 election remains Robert 
Gray Gunderson, The Log Cabin Campaign (Lexingtons University 
?nnSn?UGvy P?'ess' 1957); a good general discussion can be 
found in Van Deusen, The Jacksonian Era, pp. 140-53. For 
insight into Tyler's personality, politics, and philosophy 
one should examine two excellent biographiess Oliver Perry 
Chitwood, John Tyler: Champion of the Old South (New York: 
D. Appleton-Century Co., 1939) and Robert Seager, And Tvler 
Too (New York: McGraw Hill Book Company, 1963). 
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Gulf of Mexico and excellent ports on the Pacific, would 

open new markets for American farmers and manufacturers, 

and would provide added security to the Union. 

From the beginning of his administration, Tyler had his 

eyes set on Texas. On 11 October 1841, he wrote Secretary 

of State Daniel Webster, asking for his opinion on annexation. 

In this dispatch the President revealed his own stand on 

the Texas issue s 

It seems to me that the great interests of the 
North would be incalculably advanced by such an 
acquisition. How deeply interested is the shipping 
interestsL?J Slavery—I know that is the objection— 
and it would be well founded if it did not already 
exist among us—but my belief is that a rigid 
enforcement of the laws against the slave-trade 
would in time make as many free States South, as 
the acquisition of Texas would add slave States— 
and then the future (distant as it might be) would 
present wonderful results.... could anything throw 
so bright a lustre around us? 

Tyler appeared quite willing to push for the acquisition of 

Texas but several factors convinced him to bridle his 

expansionist urge.^ 

The first was that Webster had neither the time nor the 

inclination to open annexation negotiations with the Texas 

Republic. In fact, the Secretary was preoccupied with his 

discussions with Great Britain concerning the troublesome 

northeastern boundary dispute. In addition, Webster had come 

out publicly against annexation in I837 and was unwilling to 
3 

Tyler to Webster, 11 October 1841, Daniel Webster, 
The Microfilm Edition of the Papers of Daniel Webster, ed. 
Charles M. Wiltse. 
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compromise his stand at "this "time. The Massachusetts statesman 

realized that his career as a Whig would be cut short by any 

attempt on his part to acquire Texas for the renegade Tyler. 

The second reason that influenced the President to delay 

annexation was that Lamar, a fervent Texas nationalist, was 

still the Republic's president. The poet President of Texas 

would never allow annexation, concluded Tyler. Thirdly, the 

Virginian rightly believed that the growing schism between 

himself and the Whig party, along with the continuing fight 

in Congress over the gag resolution, which kept sectional 

passions inflamed, made ratification of any annexation treaty 

impossible. Because of these factors, the President chose 

to wait for a more opportune time to broach the annexation 
4 

question. 

While pursuing this policy of watchful waiting on the 

Texas issue, Tyler turned his attention to the far west and 

the acquisition of California. In 1842 the President, guided 

by Webster, concocted a plan that purportedly would solve 

all of the outstanding problems in the West. The plan 

called for the signing of a tripartite treaty between the 

United States, Mexico, and Britain. According to the admin-

istration's scheme, the United States would offer Mexico 

4 . ~ 1 ' ~ ' ' 
Richard Current, Daniel Webster and the m.ae of National 

Conservatism (Bostons Little, Brown and Co., 1955), pp. 130-
i'A * Robert_F. Dalzell, Jr. Daniel Webster anri ±h& Trial 

F77 N a t l, 0^ ai L i | C i T n? 1843-185? (Boston: H ought on Mi f f li n 
Co., 1973)7 pp. 40-43, 51-58. See also Biddle to Webster, 
18 January 1843, Nicholas Biddle Papers. 
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$2,000,000 for all of California north of the thirty-second 

parallel. This would give the country the excellent harbors 

of Monterey and San Francisco on the Pacific coast and, 

at the same time, provide Mexico with some much needed 

capital with which to pay her international debts. Tyler 

would concede Britain's boundary demands in the Northwest 

by agreeing to the Columbia river as the boundary between 

British Columbia and American owned Oregon. In return, Her 

Majesty's government was to agree to pressure Mexico into 

recognizing the independence of Texas, thus ensuring the 

Republic's safety. This tripartite treaty, then, would 

settle the Oregon boundary controversy, end the war between 

Texas and Mexico, assure the economic solvency of the Mexican 

government, and provide the United States with invaluable 

ports on the Pacific. Secretary of State Webster instructed 

Waddy Thompson, the American charge' d'affaires in Mexico, 

to sound out the Mexican government on this plan. After 

intimating the offer to Mexico City, Thompson concluded that 

Mexican pride prevented such an agreement. Consequently, 

the Tyler administration dropped the bold idea.-̂  

• +-U ?e e v o l u t l o n of this tripartite scheme can be traced 
i? 5 t 2 °f.Tyler» Webster, and Waddy Thompson. Tyler 
?rZl? n!1*? Mc?an^lj-sh» 1 0 July 1842, Tyler to Webster, 10 July 
it •u JL y rr ^013er^. Tyler, 11 December 18^5, Tyler to 
Webster, [n.d.], all in Lyon G. Tyler, The Letters and the 

hqM % Voi?' /^ c h m o n d« Whittet and Shepperson, 
isf? -n • 'i /r Z L ' 5 Webster to Thompson, 27 June 
1842, Daniel Webster, The Letters of Daniel Webster, ed. 
C. H. Tyne (New Yorks McClure, Phillips and Co., 1902), 
pp. 269-70; Webster to Thompson, 30 December 18^2, Tyler to 
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The President's expansionist plans were tabled but not 

forgotten. The Texas issue especially stayed on his mind. 

In 1842 he informed the Texas charge to the United States 

that his administration would push for annexation as soon 

as the measure had a reasonable chance of success. Until 

then he chose to bide his time and maintain an official 

silence on Texas. He hoped that this silence would soothe 

sectional apprehensions and convince his enemies that he 

was uninterested in annexation.^ 

While high-ranking administration officials did indeed 

publicly ignore the Texas question, several of the President's 

close political friends did not. In 1842 and 184-3 these 

cronies spoke out openly and, at times, vehemently for annex-

ation. Their statements eventually convinced Tyler's critics 

that plans were afoot for the acquisition of the Rio Grande 

republic. The most conspicuous of the President's confidants 

speaking out on Texas was Henry Wise, a Whig representative 

? £ 2 p P S w ^ 3 ° ™ e C e m l , e r T ' T h o mP s o n "to Webster, 5 Januai-y 
J a hompson Letters, Eugene C. Barker Texas History 

Center, Austin, Texas; Adams, Memoirs. vol. 11, pp. 345-47, 
Webster s biographer, Robert Dalzell, argues that the Secretary 

d eJ l s e d the tripartite treaty as an attempt to distract 
Tyler away from the Texas question. Because slavery did not 
exist in California and because its acquisition would benefit 
e
+**i

e™ Swi?plng 2nd C0Himercial interests, Webster believed 
that the Whig party would support such a venture. As a 
result, the acquisition of California was politically safe 

annexation was not. Dalzell, Daniel Webster 
and the Trial of American Nationalism, pp. 50-51. ' 

Reily to Jones, 11 June 1842, Van Zandt to Terrell, 
23 December 1842, Garrison,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence 
of Texas, vol. 1, pp. 567-68, 633T ~ — 
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from Virginia. On 26 January 1842, Wise, while addressing "the 

House of Representatives on resolutions of censure against 

John Quincy Adams, charged that American abolitionists, with 

British support, were endeavoring to block southern growth beyond 

the Sabine. This portended a potentially dangerous situation, 

argued the representative. With southern expansion blocked, 

and the North free to expand west across the Rockies, the 

already precarious sectional balance in the Senate would be 

destroyed. Southern security against abolitionists' attacks 

would be lost. According to Wise, the South would have little 

choice but secessions 

The balance of interests is gone; the safeguards of 
American^ property, of the American Constitution, of 
the American Union vanish into thin air. This must 
be the inevitable result, unless, by treaty with Mexico, 
the South could add more weight to her end of the lever. 
Let the South stop at the Sabine, while the North might 
spread unchecked beyond the Rocky Mountains, and the 
Southern scale must kick the beam. 

In April, 1842, Wise repeated his threat of disunion and 

added that without annexation, Texas would be "our most 

dangerous and formidable rival. 

In 1843 another Tylerite, Thomas W. Gilmer, ex-governor 

of Virginia, came out publicly for annexation. In a letter 

t o t h e Baltimore Republican and Argus, dated 10 January 1843, 

•p "̂n ?'ccoun^ Wise's January, 1842, speech can be 
found in Congressional Globe. 27 Cong., 2 Sess., 11»174. 
The speech was printed in its entirety in Tyler's organ 

lngt0!1i M a d i R o n^ n- 27 January 1842. His speech 
15 Apri 1^1842 appeared in the National Intelligencer. 
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the strict constructionist argued that the acquisition of 

Texas would benefit the entire nation by opening additional 

markets for home manufacturers and for free state agricul-

tural products. Also, by agreeing to annexation, northerners 

would convince the South that they were committed to the 

interests of every section, not just their own. This undoubtedly 

would lessen sectional friction. In addition, Gilmer predicted 

that Britain would gain control of Texas if the United States 

procrastinated much longer on annexation. Such a European 

aligned nation on our southwestern border, argued the ex-

governor, would threaten the security of New Orleans, the 

Gulf Coast, and the South itself. These British plans must 

be foiled. The only way to do this was to annex Texas, 
O 

concluded the Virginian. 

The proannexation statements of Wise and Gilmer convinced 

John Quincy Adams that the President was working clandestinely 

to acquire Texas. In an attempt to publicize Tyler's presumed 

intentions and to rally opinion against annexation, Old Man 

Eloquent, In conjunction with twelve northern representatives, 

addressed an appeal to the people of the free states. This 

appeal repeated Adams's well known arguments against annexation. 

Indeed, the document labeled the push for Texas statehood as 

Washington Madisonian, 23 January 18̂1-3» Thomas Gilmer 
was a speculator in Texas lands and made at least one trip 
west_of the Sabine to purchase land scrip. Gilmer to James 
Morris,^18 March I837, in Frederick Merk, Slavery and the 
Annexation of Texas (New York: Alfred A. Knot>f, 1972) 
Documents, pp. 185-87. 
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a southern movement designed to perpetuate slavery and to 

continue the ascendancy of the slave power in government. 

The representatives further charged that the acquisition of 

Texas "WOULD BE IDENTICAL WITH DISSOLUTION" because it would 

violate the constitution, it would make a mockery of American 

egalitarian principles, and it would anger and alienate the 

North. Free states would "bolt the Union rather than sanction 

the extension of the peculiar institution, proclaimed the 

appeal. The congressmen's declaration concluded "by taking 

Gilmer to task for his letter favoring immediate annexation.^ 

Not one to take these charges lightly, Gilmer countered 

with an attack on the narrow sectional base of the appeal. 

How could Adams and company, he asked, claim to be the pro-

tectors of the Union when their entreaty was addressed only 

to the free states? This was sectionalism in its most blatant 

form. He also conjectured that Adams and his cohorts opposed 

annexation not because it violated the spirit of the federal 

9 
'An Appeal to the People of the Free States of the Union, 

3 March^ 184-3, Niles 64 (May 13, 1843), pp. 173-75. Two months 
later eight more signatures were added to this appeal, see 
ibid., 64 (July 1, 1843), p. 284. Adams had made many of the 
same charges in a speech he delivered on 17 September 1842, 
in Braintree, Massachusetts, see Adams.Address of John Quincy 
Adams to his Constituents of the Twelfth Congressional District, 
at Braintree, September'17. 1842 (Boston: J. H. Eastburn 1842). 
Moseley Baker, a Texan who was convinced that annexation was 
Indispensable to the security of the South, refuted Adams's 
arguments in To the Hon. John Quincy Adams, and the other 
Twenty Members of Congress who addressed "The People of the 
Free States of the Union" remonstrating against the Annexation 
of Texas to the American Union (Washingtons 1843)• The National 
Intelligencer, 4 May 1843, also attacked Adams's appeal 
because It protested expansion on narrow, sectional grounds. 
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compact but "because "it would frustrate a design. ..for the 

total abolition of slavery in the United States." Coming 

to the defense of the South, the Virginian pointed out that 

the constitution recognized and guaranteed the existence of 

slavery. Moreover, he appealed to "both sections to transcend 

their differences and petty suspicions and cooperate in the 

inevitable American march westward. Expansion in general, 

and annexation in particular, should strengthen, not weaken, 

the Union. In closing his critique on the antiannexationists1 

position, Gilmer warned: 

"Our union has no danger to apprehend from those who 
believe that its genius is expansive and progressive, 
but from those who think the limits of the United States 
are already too large and the principles of 1776 too 
old fashion for this fastidious age."10 

President Tyler ignored the heated annexation debate 

being waged in the nation's press and continued to maintain 

a low profile on the issue. Nevertheless, he was quietly 

preparing the way for an eventual move to acquire Texas. 

When Secretary of State Webster resigned in May, 18̂4-3» after 

successfully negotiating a northeastern boundary settlement, 

the President quickly appointed Virginian Abel Parker Upshur 

to head the State Department. Unlike his predecessor, Upshur 

was an ardent southerner and an expansionist, in short, a 

man in whom Tyler had the utmost trust. The new Secretary 

brought to the State Department an unshakeable faith in states' 

10 
Gilmer to the editors of the National Intelligencer, 

15 May 1843, Niles 64 (July 1, 1843), PP- 284-85. 
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rights, a firm belief "that; slavery was an. integral pari; of 

the socio-economic fabric of the South, and an unflagging 

commitment to Texas annexation. Upshur had "been an advocate 

of Texas acquisition even before the revolution and had 

always "believed that Britain rather than Mexico would he the 

chief obstruction to annexation. Even though the Secretary 

admired British institutions, he feared that Britain's com-

mercial ambitions in the Western Hemisphere were a direct threat 

to the security of the United States. Upshur, it seems, shared 

11 
the President's hopes and fears. 

When the Secretary assumed his new post, Washington had 

held the annexation issue in abeyance for well over five years. 

Both Van Buren and Tyler had arrived at the same conclusion 

before 1843s the political climate in the United States made 

the advocacy of annexation dangerous and its accomplishment 

doubtful. But only a few months after Upshur's appointment, 

a dramatic attitudinal change occurred at the White House. 

Indeed, in October, 1843, the Tyler administration attempted 

to initiate annexation negotiations with the Republic of 

Texas. The executive caution, heretofore the norm, on the 

question had been abandoned in favor of a bold and risky 

policy. For the first time since the creation of the young 

"^Randolph G. Adams, "Abel Parker Upshur," Bemis.ed., 
The American Secretaries of State and Their Diplomacy, vol. 5> 
pp. 116-21; Claude H. Hall, Abel Parker Upshur. Conservative 
Virginian. 1790-1844 (Madison;State Historical Society of 
Wisconsin, 1964), pp- 5» 104, 194-95? Van Zandt to Jones, 
19 April 1843, Garrison,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of 
Texas, vol. 2 , pp. 164-65-
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Republic, the United States, not Texas, pushed for annexation. 

In light of this rapid change in policy, one question immed-

iately arises. What prompted Tyler to offer annexation terms 

to Texas? The answer, quite simply, was fear of increasing 

British influence west of the Sabine and the belief that 

this influence would have an adverse effect on the United 

States. Diplomatic and political intelligence from a host 

of diverse sources convinced Tyler and his advisers that 

Great Britian's Texas policy was a threat to American security. 

It had to be countered. Not surprisingly, annexation became 

the American tool to foil Downing Street's alleged plans. 

The first intimation that Her Majesty's government might 

become a problem in the Southwest came from Duff Green, the 

one-time editor of the United States Telegraph. In 1841 

the Tyler administration dispatched Green to Europe as an 

unofficial agent. His mission was to report on international 

affairs and to negotiate, if possible, a reciprocity treaty 

with Britain that would lower tariffs. Like Tyler and Upshur, 

Green was a states' rights enthusiast, a devoted expansionist, 

a defender of slavery, an advocate of free trade, and something 

of an Anglophobe. Adams derisively referred to him as "the 

ambassador of slavery at the Court of St. James" while Gideon 

Welles, a Connecticut Democrat, later credited him with being 

the "master spirit" of"annexation. The President hoped that 

Green's reports would serve as a counterpoint to those of 

Edward Everett, the American minister to London. Everett, 
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a Massachusetts Whig with presumably abolitionist leanings, 

was not trusted by the Tyler White House. Consequently, 

the administration looked to Green to provide accurate 

European intelligence from a southern perspective. The 

"ubiquitous General Green" did not let the Chief Executive 

1 2 

down. 

Shortly after arriving in Europe, Green became convinced 

that the British, who had abolished slavery in the 1830s, 

were, for commercial reasons, plotting to destroy slavery 

throughout the world. In a series of articles and letters, 

most of which found their way to Washington, the agent detailed 

the motives and goals behind an alleged abolitionist plot 

formulated in London. According to Green, the abolition of 

slavery in the British West Indies had come to be recognized 

by the British government as a tragic mistake. Freed Negroes 

could not be made to produce sugar and cotton as cheaply or 

efficiently as slaves. The abolition experiment had brought 

the empire under a tremendous competitive disadvantage in the 

12 
Surprisingly, no biography of Duff Green has yet been 

published. But for brief biographical sketches of Green, see 
Fletcher Green, "Duff Green," Dictionary of American Biography, 
ed. Allen Johnson, 22 vols. (New Yorks Charles Scribner and 
Sons, I928-I936), 7*5̂ 0-4-2; "Duff Green, Militant Journalist 
of the Old School," American Historical Review 52 (19^7)»247-
49s Culver H. Smith, The Press. Politics, and Patronage8 The 
American Government' s Use of Newspaipers , '1789-187 5 (Athens 1 
University of Georgia Press, 1977)» pp• 61-66;Henry Wriston, 
Executive Agents in American Foreign Relations (Baltimore! 
Johns Hopkihs, 1929), pp. 809-11; Benton, Thirty Years View, 
vol. 2, pp. 600-13. For Adams's quote see Niles 65 (November 4, 
1843), p. 1^9i for Welles*s see Welles to Van Buren, 15 January 
1844, Gideon Welles Papers, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C, 



114 

world's markets. British colonies could no longer compete 

with the more efficient slave economies of the United States, 

Brazil, and Cuba. In order to restore equality with competitors 

in the production of tropical staples, the government sought 

to abolitionize its three major rivals. After equality of 

competition had thus been restored, England could once again 

achieve commercial supremacy by her control over manufacturing 

and commerce. The efforts of the British government to suppress 

slavery were, Green thought, motivated by selfish economic 

considerations, especially by an ambition to dominate the 

13 

commerce of the world. ̂  

Tyler's agent feared that London's attack on American 

chattel slavery would be indirect. As a result, the suspicious 

Green maintained a vigilance while in Europe and vowed to 

alert the administration on any threatening British move. 

Green did not wait long. In the summer of 1843 "the Anglophobe 

notified Tyler and Upshur that Her Majesty's government was 

•^Green to Tyler, 24 January, 28 April 1842, Green to 
Upshur, 24 January, 28 April 1842, 17 October 1843, Duff 
Green Papers, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, 
North Carolina. Also see Duff Green, "The United States 
and England," by an American, Great Western Magazine (Sep-
tember, 1842), especially letters 9 through 15, in Duff 
Green Papers,_ Library of Congress, Washington, D.C. ; Green, 
Facts and Suggestions, Biographical, Historical, Financial 
and Political (New York: Richardson and Co.. 1866V. pp. 135-
41. Green's ideas were repeated in the administration's 
newspapers, Washington Madisonian, 1 April 1842. Francis 
Blair, the editor of the Democratic organ, the Washington 
Globe, had expressed a theory similar to Green's as early as 
1840. See Blair to Jackson, 10 September 1840, Blair 
Family Papers, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C. 
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"beginning to move against southern slavery. True to his 

prediction, the move was indirect. In fact, it was through 

Texas. 

In July, 18^3, Green sent letters to Tyler and Upshur 

outlining Britain's intended course of action. He claimed 

that a Texas abolitionist, Stephen Pearl Andrews, had met 

with Lord Aberdeen, the British secretary for foreign affairs, 

and had secured British support for a plan to abolitionize 

Texas. The agent then revealed the plant "...there shall 

be organized a company in England, who shall advance a sum 

sufficient to pay for the slaves now in Texas and receive 

in payment Texas lands, that the sum thus advanced shall 

be paid over as an indemnity for the abolition of slavery " 

More important, he continued: "Lord Aberdeen has agreed that 

the British Government will guarantee the payment of the 

interest on the loan upon condition that the Texian Government 

will abolish slavery." According to Green, the abolition 

of slavery in the Texas Republic would be the first step 

towards abolition in the United States. Indeed, a free 

Texas bordering the South would become "a depot for runaway 

slaves" and would present countless problems to southern 

security. In addition, a British-aligned Texas would create 

a formidable bulwark to further American expansion in the 

Southwest. Green advised the State Department to demand 

an explanation from Britain and then offer annexation to 

Texas. Confident of success, he assured the President: 
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If you "take "the ground "that; annexa"tion is "the only means 
of preventing Texas falling into the hands of English 
fanatics and thus becoming a depot for smugglers and 
runaway slaves and your friends prove as X can prove 
that the object of England in all her movements in 
relation to slavery and the slave trade is to substitute 
the products_of her Indian subjects for those of America 
and that it is as much a war of free labor of the North 
as on the slave labor of the South, you will control 
events.14 

Green s shocking information on the rumored British loan 

plot was partially substantiated by Ashbel Smith, the Texan 

charge d'affaires to London and Paris. Even before Green's 

dispatches reached Washington, the Tyler administration had 

been privy to several of Smith's letters emphasizing the 

British threat to the United States. In June, 1843, the 

Texan wrotes "The British Govt greatly desire the abolition 

of slavery in Texas, as a part of their general policy in 

reference to their colonial and commercial interests, and 

mainly in relerence to its future influence on slavery in 

the United States." Moreover, "English statesmen and business 

men," argued Smith, "believed that the abolition of slavery 

would destroy the cotton plantation of the South, and the 

fall of the American merchant marine and the manufactures 

14 m " 
+ m n T h e quotes in this paragraph can be found in Green 
to Tyler, 3 July 1843, Duff Green Papers, University of North 

Green to John C. Calhoun, 2 August 184-3, 
in John C. Calhoun, Correspondence of John C. Calhoun in the 
Annual Report of the American Historical Association "for- the 
gear I89.fr, ed. J. Franklin Jameson, 2 vols. (Washington-! 
Government Printing Office, .1900), 2*846-49? Green to Tyler, 
29 August 1843, in Merk, Slavery and the Annexation of Texas. 
Documents, pp. 225-31; Green to Upshur, £ ? ] August 184-3, 

' °-LP:Lomatlc Correspondence of the United States. 
*oi i Lc,, pp. 296-97. -— 
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of the North would inevitably follow." The Texan's letters 

added credence to Green'a ideas and had no little impact on 

1 

Tyler and Upshur. ^ 

Additional reports of the malevolent designs of the 

British government reached the American government soon after 

the revelation of the loan plot. On 18 August 1843, Lord 

Aberdeen allowed himself to be drawn into a statement regarding 

British aspirations in Texas by a question put to him on the 

floor of the House of Lords by Lord Brougham, a bitter critic 

of slavery. Brougham prefaced his question by remarking that 

he hoped to see slavery abolished in Texas in order to close 

that market to American slave breeders. Once this market 

was closed, he predicted that southerners, without a profitable 

outlet for their excess slaves, would eventually be forced 

to emancipate their chattel. Brougham was optimistic that 

Texas would adopt this reform if Mexico made it a condition 

1 *5 
-̂ The first quote is from Smith to Calhoun, 19 June 1843, 

Ashbel Smith Papers, Eugene C. Barker Texas History Center, 
Austin, Texas. The second quote can be found in Harriet 
Smither, "English Abolitionism and the Annexation of Texas," 
Southwestern Historical Quarterly 32 (1929)* 198. Smith sent 
copies of all of his dispatches to the Texas charge at 
Washington who then made sure that they were read by high-
ranking government officials. Smith to Isaac Van Zandt, 
26 January 1843, Ashbel Smith Papers. For additional insight 
into Smith's attitudes towards Britain, see Smith to Jones, 
2 August 1843, Smith to Bernard Bee, 17 October 1843, Smith 
to Van Zandt, 29 November, 28 December 1843, Smith to James 
P. Henderson, 14 October 1843,.all in ibid. President Houston's 
secretary, Washington D. Miller, expressed similar views to 
Tyler in Miller to Tyler, 20 January 1843, typescript, Eugene 
C. Barker Texas^History Center, Austin, Texas. See also 
Tyler to the editor of the Richmond Enquirer. 1 September 1847, 
Tyler, The Letters and Times of the Tylers, vol. 2, p. 428. 
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of recognizing the Texas Republic. He suggested that British 

pressure "be used on the Mexican government to influence it 

to make such an offer. He then asked the Foreign Minister 

what Her Majesty's government was doing to end the war in 

Texas and pave the way for abolition. Aberdeen failed to 

answer the question directly. He did reply, however, that 

England had done all she could to obtain recognition for 

Texas and that "every effort would be made" by the British 

government "to effect the result which was contemplated by 

the noble and learned lord who had just addressed the house." 

Aberdeen assured Brougham that the British government hoped 

to see the abolition of slavery in Texas and everywhere else. 

This exchange in the House of Lords appeared the next day 

in the London Times and from that source came to the attention 

of President Tyler. 

Green's and Smith's correspondence, along with Aberdeen's 

admission in the House of Lords that the British government 

sought international abolition, spurred the Tyler administration 

to act. The fears of Tyler and his southern advisers had 

been confirmed. All that the President held dear—national 

security and commercial and territorial expansion—was threatened 

by the rumored British policy. But before the administration 

could formulate a strategy to combat the English plan, more 

detailed intelligence was needed. Seeking to provide this 

3.6 
National Intelligencer, 23 September 18^3, London Times, 

19 August 18^3, Washington Madisonian, 9 October 1843. 
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intelligence, Secretary of State Upshur, in August, 18^3, 

informed the American charge to Texas, William J. Murphy, 

of the loan scheme and instructed him to find out more about 

it. The Secretary also revealed the government's apprehensions 

about Texas becoming a satellite in the British orbit. Upshur 

concluded by stating that the British plan to abolish slavery 

and thus weaken the institution in the United States could 

"not be permitted to succeed without the most strenuous efforts" 

on the part of the American government to defeat it.17 

Less than a week after this dispatch to Murphy, Upshur 

addressed a personal letter to his friend and confidant, John 

C. Calhoun. Though Calhoun was out of public office at the 

time, he commanded the respect and admiration of the Secretary. 

Upshur expressed to the South Carolinian that both he and 

Tyler were anxious to acquire Texas but feared northern 

repugnance would ultimately block annexation. In addition, 

the Secretary recounted the fears of Duff Green and asked 

Calhoun to advise him on the best way to annex Texas. Calhoun 

was quick to respond. He, too, believed that the British were 

working for abolition in Texas in order to abolish slavery in 

the South and to gain exclusive control of the cotton trade. 

Because of this British effort, annexation was vital to the 

South's security. To secure Texas statehood, the South 

Carolinian Suggested that Upshur publish several articles 

17, 
10 Upshur to Murphy, 8 August 18̂ -3 > Senate Documents. no. 

ConS*' 1 Sess.), serial set 4-35; Smith, The Annexation 
of Texas, pp. 199-221. — 
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emphasizing the British threat in Texas and alerting the 

citizenry to the need for annexation. Anonymity should 

"be maintained in these tracts and the arguments used should 

"be molded to appeal to the North. Only after opposition to 

annexation has been minimized by such a propaganda campaign, 

should the administration strike out for Texas statehood, 

cautioned Calhoun. In the meantime, "assurance ought to "be 

given to the Texian government of the hearty cooperation of 

the Executive towards effecting annexation when the proper 

time arrives." Lastly, Calhoun recommended that the government 

demand from England an explanation of her motives in Texas 

18 

and take measures to counteract any threatening English policy. 

The Secretary of State followed Calhoun's "master plan" 

almost to the letter. In a private conference held on 

18 September 184-3, Upshur assured Isaac Van Zandt, the Texas 

charge', that annexation was a "high priority" of the admin-

istration. He also informed the Texan that he was personally 

sounding out senators on the idea of an annexation treaty. 

Whenever two-thirds (the number needed for ratification) of 

the Senate agreed to support such a treaty, the State Department 

would initiate annexation negotiations. Upshur believed that 

an administration push for annexation was imminent and requested 

that the Texas Republic send a representative to Washington 

empowered to enter into treaty talks. The normally receptive 
18 
Upshur to Calhoun, 14 August 184-3, printed in Merk, 

Slavery and the Annexation of Texas, pp. 19-20; Calhoun to 
Upshur, 27 August 1843» ibid., pp. 20-22. 
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Van Zandt treated the Secretary's request rather coolly, 

stating that the Houston administration would not consider 

annexation until the United States made a definite proposal 

and hacked it up with a guarantee of Senate ratification. 

The reason behind this Texas hard line was that the Republic 

was carrying on negotiations with Mexico for an armistice, a 

course encouraged by Britain. Remembering that the White 

House had twice rejected Texas's annexation offers, Houston 

refused to sacrifice the armistice talks with Mexico for a 

less than certain chance of annexation. In this September 

conference, Upshur was unable to give the Republic the 

assurances it wanted. On this indecisive note the conference 

19 
came to an end. 

Nevertheless, the Secretary continued to follow Calhoun's 

annexation strategy. In September, the administration press, 

the Washington Madisonian, began running a series of editorials 

stressing British intrigues west of the Sabine and pointing 

out their possible impact on the United States. These articles 

were no doubt penned by Upshur because they contained facts 

known to only the highest ranking government officials. In 

each of the editorials, annexation was emphasized as the 

only sure way to protect American security against the English 

"^Van Zandt to Jones, 18 September 184-3» Jones to Van Zandt, 
6 July 1843, Garrison,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of Texas, 
vol. 2, pp. 207-10, 195> Upshur to Murphy, 22 September 184-3, 
Manning,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of the United States, 
pp. 51-52. The first Texas offer for annexation was made in 
1837 and, the second, in 184-2. As pointed out earlier, 
both were rejected. 
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threat. Also in September, the Secretary decided to act on 

Calhoun's recommendation that the administration demand a 

clarification and an explanation from the British government 

on its Texas policy. News of Aberdeen's exchange with Brougham 

20 

in Parliament prompted this move. 

On 28 September 1843, Upshur wrote Edward Everett, the 

American minister in London, two long dispatches, one official, 

the other confidential. In his official dispatch, the Sec-

retary pressed the view that Aberdeen's statements in the House 

of Lords was a public admission that Her Majesty's government 

planned to interfere with slavery in a state bordering the 

United States. If Britain's efforts proved successful and 

slavery was abolished in Texas, then slavery in the South, 

too, would be threatened, argued Upshur. The Virginian declared 

that evidence "received from other sources" indicated that the 

British Foreign Office's main goal, in fact, was to irreparably 

weaken American slavery. The United States would not, and 

could not, contenance such a hostile policy from a presumably 

friendly nation. It was important, then, to discover whether 

the design of England was to procure abolition in Texas, 

whether it contemplated imperilling the peculiar institution 

in the United States, and what measures would be used. 

Everett was directed to interview Texan Ashbel Smith, scan 

20 
For Upshur's editorials see Washington Madisonian. 

1, 22, 23, 25, 2? September, 4, 19, 28 October, 1, 7, 14, 
16, 25 November 1843- See also Winfield Scott to John J. 
Crittenden, 4 October 1843, John J. Crittenden Papers. 
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abolition society proceedings, and, most important, bring 

this matter to the attention of Lord Aberdeen in an effort 

21 

either to prove or disprove the administration's suspicions. 

Upshur's "confidential" dispatch of the same date was 

more blunt and showed that the Secretary had been deeply 

influenced by the arguments of Duff Green. The British 

crusade against slavery, he wrote, was driven not by human-

itarianism but by narrow, economic self-interests. Britain's 

primary goals were, not to uplift the Negro, but to revive 

the economies of their colonies, destroy the competition of 

the United States, and to establish themselves in new markets. 

Abolitionism was merely a front. For example, once slavery 

had been abolished in Texas, the British would demand special 

commercial favors, and Texas would have no alternative but 

to yield. In only a short time, the young republic's cotton 

exports would supplant those of the South in Europe. American 

cotton farmers, deprived of European markets, would no longer 

be able to support their bondsmen. Abolition would result. 

Over two million freedmen would then migrate northward, 

inundating the North and producing intolerable economic and 

social dislocation. In the South, the impact would be more 

severe! Fields would lie dormant from lack of labor and the 

emancipated Negroes would demand social and political equality. 

A race war would inevitably erupt leading to the extermination 

21 
Upshur to Everett, 28 September 18^3, Manning,ed., 

Diplomatic Correspondence of the United States, vol. ?, 
pp. 6-10. 
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of the Negroes. While depression, dislocation, and depredation 

spread throughout America, the British would come to dominate 

the Gulf of Mexico and, more important, the world's trade. 

All of these consequences would result if the British gained 

the upper hand in Texas. This led Upshur to concludes "Whether 

for good or for evil slavery is fixed upon us; and we cannot 

shake it off, nor permit it to be disturbed "by a foreign 

Power, without introducing a train of worse evils...." 

The Massachusetts-born Everett must have been shocked at the 

22 

suspicion and paranoia prevalent in Washington. 

Shocked or not, Everett followed his instructions, 

meeting with Lord Aberdeen early in November. The American 

was a personal friend of his host. Despite their friendship, 

the envoy bluntly questioned the Foreign Minister upon the 

alleged offer of a guarantee of interest on a loan intended 

to abolitionize Texas. The Briton assured him that his 

government had never proposed to Texas the abolition of slavery 

as part of any treaty, that it never considered a loan with 

abolition as a condition, and that Britain's connection with 

the slavery issue in Texas had consisted solely of advice to 

Mexico to recognize Texas in hope that abolition in the 

Republic might become part of a peace agreement. Aberdeen 

did admit, however, that "Britain had long been pledged to 

encourage the abolition of the Slave Trade and of Slavery as 

far as her influence extended, and in every proper way; but 

22Ibid., pp. 11-17. 
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had no wish to Interfere in the internal concerns of foreign 

governments." After their meeting Everett wrote the admin-

istration recounting Aberdeen's remarks. To ensure accuracy, 

the envoy delivered the dispatch to the Foreign Minister for 

23 

revisions and corrections before mailing it to Washington. 

Everett also solicited information regarding the purported 

loan plot from Ashbel Smith, the Texas charge7 to Europe. In 

the summer Smith had been convinced that Britain intended 

to strike out against American slavery by first securing 

abolition in Texas. But by November he had changed his mind. 

Indeed, an investigation into the rumored loan plot and an 

interview with Aberdeen convinced the Texan that the British 

government never sanctioned such a loan. His investigation 

revealed the following sequence of eventss In June, 1843, 

the international Foreign Anti-Slavery Society was holding 

its meeting in London. Attending the convention was one 

Stephen Pearl Andrews, a Texas abolitionist, and the American 

abolitionist, Lewis Tappan. During the convention a delegation, 

including Tappan and Andrews, met with Lord Aberdeen and 

broached the subject of a government guaranteed loan to 

abolitionize Texas. Aberdeen was noncommital, but the 

overzealous Andrews announced later on the convention floor 

that Her Majesty's government had agreed to back the venture. 

Hearing of this, an outraged Ashbel Smith secured a pass to 

^Everett to Upshur, 3 November 18^-3, ibid., pp. 2h6-W]. 
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the abolition convention and had several conversations with 

Andrews. In these talks Andrews reiterated the British 

pledge of support. Smith then asked for, and was granted, 

a meeting with Lord Aberdeen, who assured him that no commitment 

had been made to the abolitionists. The Foreign Minister also 

promised Smith that the British government would refrain from 

interfering improperly in the affairs of Texas. Smith concluded, 

then, that the loan plot was the product of Andrews' distorted 

imagination. It was not believable. Smith passed this 

crucial information on to Everett, who, in turn, relayed 

it to the State Department. Everett's resounding conclusion 
oh, 

was that Great Britain posed no threat to the United States. 

2 4 
For the American minister's dispatch recounting Smith's 

view see Everett to Upshur, 16 November 1843, ibid., pp. 249-
51. The evolution of Smith's attitudes on the British loan 
plot can be traced in the following letters! Smith to Jones, 
2, 31 July 1843, Garrison,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of 
Texas, vol. 2, pp. 1099-1103. 1116-19; Aberdeen to Smith, 
11 September 1843, Smith to Aberdeen, 22 August 1843, Everett 
to Smith, 24 October 1843, all in Ashbel Smith Papers; Smith, 
Reminiscenes of the Texas Republic (Galveston: Historical 
Society of Galveston, I876J, pp. 38-6O; Smith to Bee, 
17 October 1843, Bernard Bee Papers, Eugene C. Barker Texas 
History Center, Austin, Texas. For accounts corroborating 
Smith, see Tappan to John Scoble, 24 April I85O, Annie H. 
Abeland Frank^J. Klingberg,eds., A Side-Light on Anglo-
American Relations 1839-1858 (1927; reprint ed., New York; 
Augustus Kelley, 1970), pp. 239-41; Madeline Stern, The 
Pantarchi Life of Stephen Pearl Andrews (Austins University 
of Texas Press, 1968), pp. 3-575 "Stephen Pearl Andrews, 
Abolitionist and the Annexation of Texas," Southwestern 
Historical Quarterly 68 (1964);493~523; Betty Fladeland, 
Men and Brothers; Anglo-American Antislavery Cooperation 
(Urbanas University of Illinois Press, 1972;, pp. 3'08-H; 
Henry H. Simms, Emotion at High Tide; Abolition as a 
Controversial Factor. 1830-1845 (Baltimore; Johns Hopkins 
Press! i960),pp. 186-89. 
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Before Everett's dispatches reached Washington, intelligence 

continued to arrive in the capital adding credence to the 

British threat theory. The American charge to Texas, William 

Murphy, sent several dispatches to Upshur alleging that "it 

is most unquestionably the desire of Great Britain to abolish 

Slavery in Texas—That to this end, she would sacrifice much 

and even hazard a war with the U. States." He also charged 

that President Houston was an enemy of annexation and a 

lackey of Britain. He stated that the Texas populace favored 

annexation but expressed fear that delay might change their 

minds. Haste in opening annexation negotiations, urged Murphy, 

was the only foolproof way to counteract the British threat. 

The Tyler administration heeded Murphy's advice and, on 

16 October 1843, formally proposed annexation to Van Zandt as 

soon as he had obtained the needed powers to negotiate a 

treaty. In this offer the administration made no promise 

of ultimate ratification but did intimate that Senate approval 

seemed certain. The rumored British policy had at last 

prompted a concrete American annexation offer. Tyler and 

Upshur had decided not to await the outcome of Everett's 

discussion with Lord Aberdeen. The annexation ball was now 

2 *3 
in the Texan's court. 

•̂ Murphy's quote can be found in Murphy to Upshur, 
23 September 1843, Manning,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence 
of the United States, vol. 12, pp. 305-08. For additional 
dispatches emphasizing the British threat see Murphy to 
Upshur, 24 September, 5, 25 December 1843, ibid., pp. 309-11, 
317-22; Murphy to Robert Walker, 10 October 1843, Robert J. 
Walker Papers, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C. Duff Green, 
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Van Zandt dispatched "the proposal to his government by 

special messenger along with a hearty recommendation that 

the Republic accept. According to the charge, the threat 

of British intrigue made annexation certains "The possibility 

of England's (as many believe) securing an undue influence 

in Texas, and thereby monopolizing her growing trade seems 

to have touched the secret springs of interest so fondly 

cherished by northern manufacturers, and presented the question 

in a form hitherto unheeded." The Houston administration, 

however, did not share Van Zandt's enthusiasm. On the contrary, 

on 13 December 184-3, the Texan government sent instructions 

to the charge notifying him that Texas was not ready for 

the proposed negotiation. The Texan Secretary of State, 

Anson Jones, reminded Van Zandt that the government was in 

the midst of armistice negotiations with Mexico and refused 

to jeopardize a real chance for peace by entering into uncertain 

annexation talks. If an annexation treaty were rejected in 

the Senate, "Texas would then be left, in the same situation 

she was two years since without a friend and her difficulties 

with Mexico unsettled." It was a cold reply. Houston's 

annual message to the Texas Congress on 12 December 184-3, made 

too, continued to warn the administration about evil British 
intentions, see Green to Upshur, 3 November 184-3, Manning,ed. , 
Diplomatic Correspondence of the United States, vol. 12, p. 313» 
Green to the editor of the Boston Post, 18 September 184-3, 
i n Niles 65 (October 21, 184-3), p. 123'. For the American 
annexation offer see Upshur to Van Zandt, 16 October 184-3, 
Manning,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of the United States, 
vol. 12, pp. 53-54. 
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it seem even colder. In this message the President failed 

to mention the American offer and instead poured out praise 

on Britain for aiding the Republic in its armistice negotiations. 

Houston's statements and the Texas rejection of the annexation 

offer only served to strengthen the Tyler administration's 

•u * 26 

apprehensions. 

Upshur stubbornly continued to court Texas. Even after 

Everett's dispatches reached Washington in December, 1843, 

disproving the British loan theory, the administration refused 

to retreat on annexation. The President and the Secretary 

of State chose to believe that Everett had been duped and 

deceived by the clever Aberdeen. The American minister's 

Massachusetts heritage, his sympathy for Britain, and his 

alleged abolitionism, made his reports somewhat less than 

reliable in the eyes of the southern-influenced administration. 

Still convinced that the British Lion was a real threat to 

the American Eagle, Upshur, on 16 January 1844, sent a long 

dispatch by special messenger to Murphy, which was to be 

shown to Houston. The Secretary repeated the administration's 

charges against England and once again offered annexation. 

This time, however, the Virginian was more bold in predicting 

the actions of the Senate: "Measures have been taken to ascertain 
P 
Van Zandt to Jones, 16 October 184-3, Jones to Van Zandt, 

13 December 184-3, Garrison, ed. , Diplomatic Correspondence of 
Texas, vol. 2, pp. 221-22, 232-33- For Houston's annual 
message, see Houston, The Writings of Sam Houston, eds. 
Williams and Barker, vol. 3. pp. 459-75• 
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the opinions and views of the Senators upon the subject, and 

it is found that a clear constitutional majority of two-

thirds, are in favor of the measure." The guarantee of 

ratification that Houston had sought was now freely given. 

Moreover, Upshur warned the Republic that its growing reliance 

on Britain's good offices was dangerous and that an alliance 

with England could prove disastrous, for "the lamb can make 

no contract with the wolf, which will protect him from being 

27 

devoured." ' 

Before Upshur's dispatch reached Texas, the Houston 

administration, prodded by a proannexationist populace and 

Congress, did an about face on the annexation issue. In 

late January, 1844, the President ordered detailed instructions 

sent to Van Zandt advising him to enter into annexation 

negotiations with the United States provided he was satisfied 
that success was imminent. If negotiations commenced, the 

/ 

charge was to follow three guidelines. The first insisted 

that Texas enter the Union as a state if her population proved 

sufficient to entitle her to representation In Congress. 

Otherwise she would concede to territorial status. In either 

27 
Merk, Slavery and the Annexation of Texas, pp. 18, 

29-32; Hall, Abel Parker Upshur, ConservativeVirginian, 
p. 202; Upshur to Murphy, 16 January 1844,Manning,ed. , 
Diplomatic Correspondence of the United States, vol. 12, 
pp. 60-64. Upshur's confidence that the Senate would ratify 
such a treaty was also shared by Robert Walker and Van Zandt. 
See Walker to Henry Horn, 17 February 1844, Robert J. Walker 
Papers; Van Zandt to Jones, 10 January 1844, Garrison,ed., 
Diplomatic Correspondence of Texas, vol. 2, pp. 240-41. 
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case, however, her institutions, including slavery, were to 

he protected. Secondly, the United States was to assume 

the public debt of the Republic, estimated by Secretary of 

State Jones to be about $20,000,000. In return for this 

assumption, Washington would receive the public domain of 

Texas. Lastly, the United States was to recognize all valid 

land claims west of the Sabine. These instructions fell 

short of empowering Van Zandt to actually sign an annexation 

treaty, but the government assured him that such powers would 

be forthcoming once the American government made an acceptable 

annexation offer. These instructions were followed one day 

later by a private letter from Houston. The wily President 

cautioned Van Zandt to maintain the utmost secrecy during 

negotiations, for he did not want the Republic's relations 
p O 

with other powers to be affected if annexation failed. 

In February the Houston administration upped the ante 

required to get Texas to the negotiating table. By this time 

Upshur's dispatch to Murphy, guaranteeing the success of 

annexation, had reached the Republic. Houston was unimpressed. 

In addition to this guarantee, the Raven now demanded that 

the Tyler administration agree to station army and navy 

forces at points along the Texan border and on the Gulf as 

a protection against a Mexican Invasion during the interval 

between the signing of an annexation treaty and its ratification. 
2 8 
Jones to Van Zandt, 27 January 18̂ 4-, Houston to Van Zandt, 

29 January 1844, Ibid., pp. 24-8-50, 538-39. 
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Houston's demand for protection presented the administration 

with an especially ticklish problem. Only Congress had the 

power to declare war, "but, on the other hand, the President 

was commander-in-chief. Tyler had to consider whether he 

as President could set the stage for a potential war by 

concentrating military forces along the borders of an area 

that was still claimed by Mexico. Only the month before, 

Van Zandt raised this same question with Upshur, but the 

Secretary, realizing that the question was fraught with 

constitutional snags, remained noncommital.2^ 

American charge William Murphy was more receptive to 

the Texas demand, however. The Houston administration approached 

the charge twice in early February, requesting a written 

pledge that would commit the United States to defend Texas 

during Senate consideration of annexation. Houston and Jones 

threatened that the fate of annexation hinged on just such 

an American commitment. Without it, the Republic was unwilling 

to negotiate for fear of attack. On 14- February 1844, 

Murphy responded. He informed the Texan Secretary of State 

that the American government would not permit any power to 

invade Texas on account of any negotiation to which Texas 

had been invited by the United States. Unwisely, the charge 

promised American protection without first consulting the 
„ 

Van Zandt to Upshur, 1? January 1844, House Documents, 
no. 271 (28 Cong. , 1 Sess.), serial set 444; Van Zandt to 
Jones, 20 January 1844, Garrison,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence? 
of Texas, vol. 2, pp. 239-43. 
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State Department. A day after this pledge was made, Murphy 

fired off a dispatch to Upshur explaining his action and 

soliciting the administration's support; "I took upon myself 

a great responsibility, "but the cause required it, and you 

will, I hope, justify me to the President." Murphy's written 

commitment prompted Houston to dispatch James Pinckney Henderson 

to Washington to help Van Zandt negotiate an annexation 

treaty. Henderson was instructed to get as full a guarantee 

as possible to the promises made by Murphy and to follow 

Van Zandt's guidelines during the negotiations. Unlike 

Van Zandt, Henderson possessed the power to sign an annexation 

agreement. ̂  

With Henderson on his way to Washington, Houston breathed 

a sigh of relief. Ever since his first administration in 

the 1830s, Houston had pressed relentlessly for annexation. 

Van Buren rejected his government's overtures in 1837, Tyler 

did the same in 1842. After this second rejection, the Raven 

decided to feign indifference and even hostility towards 

annexation, for he had come to realize that "the voice of 

-^Houston to Murphy, 3 February 1844, Houston, The 
Writings of Sam Houston, eds. Williams and Barker, vol. 4, 
pp. 238-39; Jones to Murphy, 14 February 1844, Manning,ed., 
Diplomatic Correspondence of the United States, vol. 12, pp. 
326-27. Murphy's answer to the Texans' requests can be found 
in Murphy to Jones, 14 February 1844, ibid., pp. 328-29* 
For the charge's dispatch to Upshur see Murphy to Upshur, 
15 February 1844, ibid., pp. 329-30* For Henderson's 
appointment and instructions see Jones to Henderson, 15. 
25 February 1844, Garrison,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence 
of Texas, vol. 2, pp. 252-53. 259-60• 
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supplication seldom commands great respect." He also inten-

tionally worked for tetter relations with Great Britain in 

hopes of arousing American fears to the threat of a British 

aligned Texas. Even if the United States ignored his flirtations 

with England and did not offer annexation, then at least the 

Republic could build its future upon cordial relations with 

London. Speaking in the American Senate in 1846, Houston 

revealed his motives: "It had become necessary to operate 

upon the apprehensions and jealousies of the United States; 

to drive them to exertion; and no other course was as well 

calculated to attain that object as to speak of England in 

terms of commendation." Shortly before leaving for Washington 

in 1844, Henderson credited the President with sparking 

American interests: "All things really prove now the very 

great desire of the US to annex us—you would be amused to 

see their jealousy of England—Houston has played it off 

31 
well and that is the secret of success...."^ 

31 
^ For the two Houston quotes cited in this paragraph 

see Houston, The Writings of Sam Houston, eds. Williams and 
Barker, vol. 3> pp. 521-23. vol. 4, pp. 466-69. Henderson's 
statement can be found in Henderson to Thomas J. Rusk, 
14 February 1844, Thomas J. Rusk Papers, Eugene C. Barker 
Texas History Center, Austin, Texas. For similar statements 
made by Houston's private secretary, Washington D. Miller, 
and the President's friend, Charles Raymond, see Miller to 
Van Zandt, 16 October 1843, Raymond to Yan Zandt, 15 November 
1843, both in Isaac Yan Zandt Papers, Eugene C. Barker Texas 
History Center, Austin, Texas. Most Texas historians take 
Houston at his word and conclude that he courted Britain to 
prompt an American annexation offer. For example, see T. R. 
Fehrenbach, Lone Star: A History of Texas and the Texans 
(New York: Macmillan Co., 1968), pp. 250, 262-63« Wisehart, 
Sam Houston1: American Giant, pp. 456-61. 
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While Henderson was rather hasty in predicting the success 

of annexation, his President was more realistic. Houston 

understood that opening annexation negotiations and maneuvering 

a treaty through the unpredictable American Senate were two 

risky ventures. Failure could come at any time. So rather 

than "burn his bridges "behind him, Houston continued to maintain 

cordial ties with Britain and France in case annexation 

should prove unsuccessful. While negotiations were secretly 

"being held in Washington, the devious Houston was assuring 

the European representatives in Texas that his administration 

opposed annexation. Because of this two-faced diplomacy, 

he demanded haste and absolute secrecy during the Washington 

32 

negotiations. He got neither. 

Before Henderson reached Washington, Upshur and Van Zandt 

had already begun amicable negotiations. Their talks moved 

forward rapidly. On 28 February, however, tragedy struck 

the Tyler White House, temporarily delaying the continuation 

of the negotiations. On this day, Tyler, his Cabinet, leading 

congressmen, and their families attended a gala celebration 

aboard the new steam warship Princeton, the pride of the 

"^For an excellent contemporary account of Houston's 
policy towards Britain and France in early 1844, sfee the 
dispatches of Dubois de Saligny, the French charge to Texas. 
Those of most benefit are Saligny to G-uizot, 18 April, 
17, 20 May 1844, Nancy Nichols Barker, trans., The French 
Legation in Texas, 2 vols. (Austins Texas State Historical 
Association, 1973). 2s517-19> 528-36, 536-37• See also 
Kennedy to Aberdeen, 31 May 1844, Adams, ed., "Correspondence 
from the British Archives Concerning Texas, 1837-1846," 
Southwestern Historical Quarterly 16 (1912)s325« 
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American Navy. Part of the day's activities included an 

excursion down the Potomac and a demonstration of the vessel's 

fire-power. Tragically, at the third discharge of her great 

gun, the "breech exploded, killing several onlookers, including 

Secretary of State Upshur. A new head of the State Department 

would have to "be quickly appointed and annexation precariously 

hung in the "balance. A grief-stricken Tyler seemed unable 

to make the choice until his hand was forced "by his close 

friend, Henry Wise. Prodded "by Wise, on 6 March the President 

reluctantly tendered the Cabinet post to the champion of 

the South, John C. Calhoun. Just as reluctantly, Calhoun 

accepted the position but vowed to resign after he settled 

33 
the Texas and Oregon questions. 

-^Van Zandt to Jones, 5 March 1844, Garrison,ed. , Diplomatic 
Correspondence of Texas, vol. 2, pp. 261-62; Washington Globe. 
1, 2 March 1844;Washington Madisonian, 1 March 1844. Calhoun's 
appointment as secretary of state has caused bitter debate. 
Henry Wise, in Seven Decades of the Union, pp. 220-25, argued 
that the day after Upshur's death, he broached the subject of 
Calhoun's appointment, without Tyler's knowledge, to George 
McDuffie, a friend of the South Carolinian. After his meeting 
with McDuffie, he met with a distraught Tyler and told the 
President of his actions. Tyler expressed reservations. He 
feared that Calhoun's notoriety and his fervent sectionalism 
would hurt the treaty's chances in the Senate. Wise then 
pleaded with him and threatened to sever their friendship if 
the President did not capitulate to Calhoun's appointment. 
Short of friends, Tyler reluctantly offered Calhoun the State 
Department. Lyon Tyler incorporated this view in his Letters 
and Times of the Tylers, vol. 2, pp. 293-94', as did David 
Pletcher in his Diplomacy of Annexation, pp. 135-36, note 75* 
For a dissection of Wise's account see Charles M. Wiltse, 
John C. Calhoun, Sectionalist (New Yorks Bobbs, Merrill Co., 
I95I), pp. 87, 138, I6I-65, 508-09, and Merk, Slavery and the 
Annexation of Texas, pp. 53-5^* For Tyler's offer to Calhoun 
and the South Carolinian's reply, see Tyler to Calhoun, 6 March 
1844, Calhoun to McDuffie, 9 March 1844, Calhoun, Correspondence 
of John C. Calhoun, ed. Jameson, pp. 938-39, 573-75* 
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Still reeling from the Princeton accident, the President 

was administered another shock when he learned of Murphy's 

written promise of military protection to Texas. Tyler, 

realizing that such a pledge was political dynamite, directed 

the acting secretary of state, John Nelson, to send the charge 

a rebuke. Nelson instructed Murphy to relay the following 

message to Houstons 

The employment of the army or navy against a foreign 
power, with which the United States are at peace, is not 
within the competency of the President 5 and whilst^he 
is not indisposed, as a measure of prudent precaution, 
and as preliminary to the proposed negotiation, to 
concentrate in the Gulf of Mexico, and on the southern 
"borders of the United States, a naval and military force 
to he directed to the defence of the inhabitants and 
territory of Texas at a proper time, he cannot permit 
the authorities of that Government or yourself to labor 
under the misapprehension that he has power to employ 
them at the period indicated by your stipulations. 

t 

Nelson also informed the Texas charge of the government s 

position. Once the treaty negotiations resumed under 

Calhoun's guidance, however, the Texans reopened the whole 

matter of American protection. Van Zandt, and the recently 

arrived Henderson, threatened to break off the talks unless 

the administration agreed to defend the Republic. Finally, 

the President, fearful that the negotiations would be ter-

minated, amended his position slightly and promised "to use 

all the means placed within his power by the constitution 

to protect Texas from all foreign invasion." This pledge, 

along with additional oral pledges from the Secretary of State, 
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satisfied the Texans. With this obstacle removed, all that 

34 

remained was for the signing of the treaty. 

The long awaited treaty was signed on 12 April 1844. 

It provided that Texas would come into the Union as a territory 

with a right to statehood as one state or several under the 

provisions of the constitution. Slavery was not mentioned 

hut the United States did promise to protect "the right of 

property" in Texas. Moreover, Washington agreed to assume 

the debt of the Republic, which was estimated in the treaty 

to be no greater than $10,000,000. In return, Texas ceded 

"all its territories" and public lands to the United States. 

The boundary between Texas and Mexico was left undefined, 

which was a considerable omission, inasmuch as the Texan 

claim extended to the Rio Grande. Finally, both sides had 

six months in which to ratify the pact. Before the treaty 

was signed, Tyler privately assured the Texans that if it 

failed to secure Senate ratification, he would then push 
35 

for a congressional resolution to effect annexation. 

-^Nelson to Murphy, 11 March 1844, Manning,ed., 
Diplomatic Correspondence of the United States, vol. 12, 
pp. 70-71I Calhoun to Van Zandt and Henderson, 11 April 1844, 
Senate Documents, no. 349 (18 Cong., 1 Sess.), serial set 435-
For theoral promises made by the administration see 
Van Zandt and Henderson to Jones, 12 April 1844, Garrison,ed., 
Diplomatic Correspondence of Texas, vol. 2, pp. 269-73-

-^A copy of the Texas annexation treaty can be found 
in Senate Documents, no. 341 (28 Cong., 1 Sess.), serial 
set 435, pp." 10-13; see also Van Zandt and Henderson to 
Jones, 12 April 1844, Garrison,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence 
of Texas, vol. 2, pp. 269-71* 
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The negotiators hammered out the treaty's terms with 

the knowledge that the Senate would ultimately have to approve 

their work. Because of this concern, they molded a pact 

which they hoped would appeal to two-thirds of the upper 

chamber's members. Moderation and compromise were their 

watchwords. When potentially divisive issues arose, such 

as slavery and the definition of the Texas boundary, they 

simply were omitted from the treaty. Even with this caution, 

Van Zandt gave the treaty little chance of ratification in 

the Senate. He feared that annexation would become a political 

football in the upcoming November election. Houston's private 

secretary, Washington D. Miller, agreed, predicting that 

Whig presidential aspirant, Henry Clay, held the fate of the 

treaty in his hands. His stand on annexation would become 

the official position of the Whig party and if he opposed it, 

then the treaty would go down in ignominious defeat. President 

Houston, not satisfied with the treaty's terms, promised 

that this was the last Texas effort at annexation. If it 

failed, he pledged to commit his administration to permanent 

independence. Tyler and Calhoun, on the other hand, believed 

that the treaty had a reasonable chance for Senate ratification. 

To Increase these chances, the administration delayed 

the submission of the pact to the upper house for ten days. 

~^Ibid. ; Van Zandt to Rusk, 16 April 1844, Thomas J. 
Rusk Papers; Miller to Smith, 19 April 1844, Ashbel Smith 
Papers; Houston to Jones, 14 April 1844, Houston to Henderson 
and Van Zandt, 16 April 1844, Houston, The Writings of Sam 
Houston, eds. Williams and Barker, vol. 4, pp. 297, 298-301. 
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This delay gave Calhoun "the opportunity "to organize "the 

documents which were to accompany the treaty. Also, it gave 

the Secretary time to send Banjamin Green, Duff's son, to 

Mexico to reassure the Mexican government that annexation 

was not a hostile act. Still claiming Texas, Mexico City 

had threatened repeatedly that annexation of the Texas Republic 

"by the United States would he construed as a declaration of 

war. Calhoun hoped that Green's mission would cool this 

"belligerent rhetoric. The minister was instructed to explain 

to the Mexican government that annexation "was forced on... 

the United States, in self-defence, in consequence of the 

policy adopted by Great Britain in reference to the abolition 

of slavery in Texas." Abolition in Texas threatened the 

security of the adjacent states and of the Union itself. 

The decision to offer annexation was made "in full view of 

all possible consequences," including war with Mexico. Never-

theless, Green was to assure the Mexican government of the 

American desire to settle all questions growing out of the 

treaty on the most liberal terms. Finally, the minister 

was to state that the American government would have been 

happy to act in concurrence with that of Mexico if circum-

stances had permitted, but could not allow the safety of the 

Union to depend on the contingency of obtaining the previous 

consent of Mexico. This dispatch to Green was copied and 

37 
sent to the Senate along with the treaty.-" 

37Calhoun to Green, 19 April 1844, Senate Documents, 
no. 341 (28 Cong., 1 Sess.), serial set 435, PP- 53-54. For 
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The treaty and its accompanying documents went to the 

Senate under a cloak of secrecy on 22 April 1844. Along with 

these materials was a message from the President. Tyler 

admonished the senators to ratify the pact for the good of 

the nation. Basing his annexation stand on purely national 

reasons, the Chief Executive argued that the addition of 

Texas to the Union would open new markets for the manufacturers 

in the East and the farmers in the West, while providing the 

South with security from Britain's abolitionist onslaught. 

If annexation were rejected, Texas would seek "the friendship 

of others" and "become a European satellite. Once this occurred, 

the American nation would he encircled "by British aligned 

colonies and countries. This encirclement was an English 

attempt to stifle American commercial and territorial growth 

and to reduce the United States to a second-rate economic 

power. According to the President, annexation would foil 

the British policy and provide the "basis for increased 

national economic growth. Tyler's admonition to the Senate 

in 1844, truly "embraced the whole country and all of its 
O O 

interests." He wisely downplayed the slavery issue. 

the Mexican threats of war see i"bid. , p. 82; Green to Bocanegra, 
23 May 1844, Duff Green Papers, University of North Carolina. 
A good discussion of the Mexican reaction to Green's mission 
can "be found in Dennis Eugene Berge, "Mexican Response to 
United States Expansionism, 1841-1848" (Ph.D. dissertation, 
University of California, 1964), pp. 3l4-15> Callahan, American 
Foreign Policy in Mexican Relations, pp. 102-35• 

-^Norman A. Graebner, ed. , Ideas and Diplomacys Readings 
in the Intellectual Tradition of American Foreign Policy 
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Unfortunately, Secretary of State Calhoun failed to 

follow the President's politic lead. Instead, he used the 

treaty's correspondence as a platform from which to advance 

narrow southern interests and to extol the benefits of 

slavery. Calhoun's adherence to one principle, the protection 

of the South, shaped his position on Texas. The South 

Carolinian revealed his annexation stand in a letter to the 

British minister to the United States, Richard Pakenham. 

Actually Calhoun's letter was a response to a dispatch written 

by Pakenham on 26 February 1844, to Upshur. The Briton's 

letter transmitted a dispatch Lord Aberdeen wished to have 

recorded in the State Department concerning the American 

government's fear of a British threat in Texas. Aberdeen 

wanted to erase this American suspicion. Attempting to do 

just that, the Foreign Minister stated that Britain did 

indeed want to see slavery abolished throughout the world 

but that the government would do nothing secret or under-

handed in carrying out this desire. In regard to slavery 

in the southern states, Her Majesty's government would resort 

to no measures, secret or open, tending to disturb their 

tranquillity. Though Upshur died before responding, Calhoun 

(New York; Oxford University Press, 1964), pp. 164-6?. See 
also Tyler to Brantz Mayer, 1 July 1845, in Eugene C. Barker 
Texas History Center, Austin, Texas; Tyler, The Letters 
and the Times of the Tylers, vol. 2, pp. 269, 300} Chitwood, 
John Tylers Champion of the Old South, pp. 342-62; Seager, 
And Tyler Too, pp. 210-11, 215-16; Robert J. Morgan, A^Whig 
Embattled (Lincoln* University of Nebraska Press, 1954), 
pp. 145-46. 
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made the British admissions the subject of a lengthy dispatch 

39 

which he included among the documents for Senate reading. 

On 18 April 1844, the Secretary sent his reply to Pakenham. 

Calhoun expressed shock over Britain's avowed desire to see 

slavery abolished in the world and, like Upshur "before him, 

charged that Britain was working to emancipate the slaves 

in Texas. Should she succeed in her efforts, it would expose 

the weak southwest frontier to military incursions and, more 

importantly, would place the British in an ideal position 

from which to abolitionize the South. Since the federal 

government was hound "by the constitution to protect the states 

from dangers within or without, the South Carolinian notified 

Pakenham that an annexation treaty had "been concluded: "This 

Step has been taken as the most effectual, if not the only, 

means of guarding against the threatened danger, and securing 

their [the statesj permanent peace and welfare." Calhoun 

should have stopped there. He did not, however. Rather, he 

included in his letter a short discourse on the beneficence 
IfO 

of chattel slavery. He would later regret this inclusion. 

The Secretary's discourse began quite innocuously but 

soon degenerated into an impolitic tirade. In a professorial 
39 
^Calhoun to Pakenham, 18 April 1844, Senate Documents, 

no. 341 (28 Cong., 1 Sess.), serial set 435» PP* 50-53; 
Pakenham to Upshur, 26 February 1844, Aberdeen to Pakenham, 
26 December 1843, both in Manning,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence 
of the United States, vol. 7> P« 252, note 3« 

^Calhoun to Pakenham, 18 April 1844, Senate Documents, 
no. 341 (28 Cong., 1 Sess.), serial set 435» PP- 50~53-
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tone, Calhoun chided the British for their misplaced human-

itarianism but conceded that the British government had the 

right to adopt any policy it deemed "best for its own pos-

sessions. The American federal government, however, did not 

have this right. On the contrary, the right to legislate on 

slavery lay with the states, lectured Calhoun. And for 

good reason, the southern states believed it unwise and 

inhumane to alter the relationship between the races. Indeed, 

statistics and census returns, continued the Secretary, had 

proved beyond doubt that slaves fare far better than free 

blacks in the United States. Using the 1840 census as 

evidence, the South Carolinian noted: 

in all instances in which the States have changed the 
former relations between the two races, the condition 
of the African, instead of being improved, has^become 
worse. They have been invariabley sunk into vice and 
pauperism accompanied by the bodily and mental afflictions 
incident thereto—deafness, blindness, insanity, and idiocy 
to a degree without example; while, in all other States 
which have retained the ancient relation between them, 
they have improved greatly in every respect, in number, 
comfort, intelligence, and morals.... 

Calhoun concluded by assuring Pakenham that slavery was "a 

political institution, essential to the peace, safety, and 

prosperity of those States...in which it exists" and that 

its abolition "would involve in the greatest calamity the 

whole country and especially the race which it is the avowed 
i l l 

object...to benefit." 

An 
Ibid. The 1840 census was the subject of investigation 

and controversy soon after it was published. Its critics_ 
charged that it was based on sloppy research and filled with 
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The Secretary's motives for tying the annexation issue 

to the protection of the peculiar institution were complex. 

He admitted after penning his letter that he intended to 

open a dialogue with England on the abolition question in 

hopes of awakening the South to the dangers of emancipation. 

He envisioned a metaphysical debate over slavery in which 

he would vindicate the institution and, "by so doing, unify 

the South behind it. Annexation was seen as the best 

southern defense to the increasingly vocal offensive against 

slavery. Calhoun did not, however, intend to use the Texas 

question to advance his own political career, despite the 

exhortations of a few ardent supporters to do so. In fact, 

in February, he withdrew his name from the presidential 

campaign of 1844. Principle, not political expediency, drove 

him to take such an uncompromising and politically divisive 

stand on annexation. By combining the two issues of slavery 

statistical inaccuracies. They demanded that the government 
withdraw its sanction from the document; the American 
Statistical Association Report, submitted to the Joint 
Committee on the Library, Senate Documents, no. 5 (28 Cong., 
2 Sess.), serial set 449; Edward Jarvis, Insanity Among the 
Coloured Population of the Free States (Philadelphias T. K. and 
P. G. Collines"] 1844)pp. 14-15• The Committee on the Library 
as well as the Senate's Select Committee on Statistics studied 
the charges and concluded that there were some inaccuracies 
In the census but not enough to merit Its complete renun-
ciation. See Senate Documents, no. 146 (28 Cong., 2 Sess.), 
serial set 457; House Documents, no. 116 (28 Cong., 2 Sess.), 
serial set 465- After studying the reports of these committees, 
Calhoun refused to revise his conclusions. Calhoun to J. W. 
Jones, 8 February 1845, John C. Cjalhoun, The Works of John 
C. Calhoun, ed. Richard K. Cralle, 6 vols."TNew Yorks D. Appleton 
and Co., 1874), 5!458-6l. See also Merk, Slavery and the 
Annexation of Texas, pp. 61-68. 
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and annexation, he drastically minimized the treaty's chances 

for Senate ratification, but his conception of duty to the 

South bound him to this course. Calhoun's motives for 

writing the Pakenham letter can best be understood in light 

of a general statement he once made on the purpose of life s 

I hold the duties of life to be greater than life 
itself, and that in performing them, even against hope, 
our labor is not lost. I regard this life very much as 
a struggle against evil, and that to him who acts on 
proper principle, the reward is in the struggle more 
than in victory itself.42 

Calhoun's dispatch to Pakenham did not spark the dialogue 

with Britain that he desired. It did, however, perturb the 

President who had tried desperately to prevent the treaty 

from being labeled as a sectional document. Tyler realized 

that Calhoun's "obsession" with "the single idea" of slavery 

in the treaty's correspondence could easily undermine Senate 

ratification. With a two-thirds majority required for 

Li9 
For statements by Calhoun on his Texas stand which 

reveal his motives see Calhoun to Gilmer, 25 December 1843, 
Calhoun to J. R. Mathews, 9 May, 2 July 1844, all in John C. 
Calhoun Papers, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.; 
Calhoun to Hammond, 17 May 1844, James Henry Hammond Papers, 
Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.; Calhoun to Mrs. T. G. 
Clemson, 10 May 1844, Calhoun, Correspondence of John C. 
Calhoun, ed. Jameson, vol. 2, pp. 585-83"̂  For an excellent 
contemporary analysis of the South Carolinian's stand on 
annexation see Duff Green to Willie P. Mangum, [n.d."], in 
the Washington Madisonian, 9. 14 May 1844. The quote can 
be found in Margaret Coit,ed., John C. Calhoun (Englewood 
Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1970). the flysheet. For good, 
but conflicting, secondary discussions of Calhoun's motives 
see Wiltse, John C. Calhoun, Sectionalist. pp. 168-71-; Avery 
Craven, The Coming of the Civil War, 4th ed. (Chicago; University 
of Chicago Press, 1963)« PP"* 191-94; Charles Sellers, James 
K. Polk, Continental!st, 1843-1846 (Princeton; Princeton 
University Press, 1966), pp. 59-60; Pletcher, The Diplomacy of 
Annexation, p. 143; Smith, The Annexation of Texas, pp. 201-10. 
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ratification by the Whig-controlled Senate, the President knew 

that, even under the "best of circumstances, the ratification 

struggle would be an uphill battle. The Secretary of 

State's combining of annexation with the explosive issue 

of slavery would only make ratification more difficult. 

Tyler feared that the very real commercial and security 

reasons that necessitated his administration's annexation 

push would now be overshadowed by a dangerous debate over 

4 3 

slavery extension. 

Making matters worse was the timing of the treaty. 

Because 1844 was a presidential election year, and because 

the annexation pact was submitted to the Senate only weeks 

before the convening of the Democratic and Whig national 

conventions, countervailing political forces were bound to 

come into play during the ratification debate. Without a 

party, Tyler could do little to guide these forces. The 

fate of annexation, then,depended upon how the parties' 

presidential aspirants dealt with the treaty question. Once 

again, politics would be the major factor influencing attitudes 

and actions on the Texas question. And once again, the fate 

of Texas hung in the political balance. 

^John Tyler to Robert Tyler, [?] 1850, John Tyler Papers, 
Library of Congress, Washington, D.C., microfilm. 



CHAPTER VI 

ANNEXATION BECOMES A PUBLIC ISSUE 

Until the signing of the treaty and its deliverance 

to the Senate, all negotiations "between Texas and the United 

States had "been conducted in utmost secrecy. Sam Houston 

had insisted upon secret talks and Tyler had "been more than 

willing to accommodate the Texas president. Houston realized 

that if news of the negotiations leaked, and the American 

Senate rejected annexation, that the Republic could end up 

friendless and facing a hostile Mexico. Tyler, on the other 

hand, hoped that by the use of secrecy the dangers of politics 

could be avoided. He thought that subterfuge could facilitate 

the ratification of the treaty. And secondly, secrecy would 

keep the vulnerable document out of the topsy-turvy political 

climate of an election year. By presenting the senators 

with a fait accompli in executive session, the President 

endeavored to secure ratification before the issue became 

publicized and politicized. This was a good strategy; 

unfortunately for Tyler, it did not prove successful. 

Despite official secrecy on the Texas Issue, annexation 

rumors were bandied about in the nation's press months 

before negotiators completed the treaty. Suspicions in-

creased after proannexation articles began to appear with 

148 
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frequency in the administration's newspaper, the Washington 

Madisonian. Viewed as a "barometer of Tyler's sentiments, the 

paper, from January through April, repeatedly attacked Britain's 

intentions in Texas and pointed out the commercial benefits 

that would accrue to the nation after Texas statehood. The 

Madisonian, publicizing the as yet unrevealed ideas of the 

White House, deemphasized the slavery question in an attempt 

to prepare the public for annexation. The Philadelphia 

Public Ledger latched onto the arguments of the Madisonian, 

repeating them within its own pages. The Democratic Ledger 

on 29 March 1844, charged that Britain sought to create the 

following conditions in Texas: 

One is a market for her manufactures; another is a depot 
for smuggling into the United States; another a similar 
depot for Mexico; another is a naval station near to 
New Orleans; another is a point for operations upon our 
slave population. Under the mask of philanthropy, and 
for the real purpose of finding a new market for her 
manufactures, Britain abolished slavery in her own 
colonies; and then, to extinguish the competition of 
slave labor with her own free labor...Britain commenced 
a war against all African slavery. 

The Boston Bav State Democrat and the New Orleans Picayune 

agreed with the Ledger's assessment, arguing that Her Majesty's 

government was trying to erect "another Canada upon our 

borders." The extremist Charleston Mercury threatened that 

the South would not tolerate the hated British on the unpro-

tected southwestern border. The papers all agreed that annexation 

1 
was the only effective way to meet the British threat-

^Washington Madisonian, 15 January, 7 February, 18, 22, 23. 
25, 28, 29 March, 2, 5, 9, 11, 13. 22 April 1844; Philadelphia 
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Also during this period of secret negotiations, Senator 

Robert Walker published perhaps the most influential of the 

proannexation pamphlets. Indeed, in February, 184-4, his 

Letter of Mr. Walker of Mississippi, Relative to the Annexation 

of Texas appeared In print and immediately became the gospel 

for the proponents of annexation. A long-time friend of 

Texas and a skilled propagandist, Walker sculptured his 

pamphlet to appeal to a broad cross-section of the populace. 

To American special Interest groups, annexation would bring 

ample reward, wrote the Senator. The Letter promised 

manufacturers additional home markets, it promised shippers 

increased carrying trade, it promised plantation owners the 

perpetuation- of their cotton monopoly, it promised farmers 

an increased demand for food products, and it promised laborers 

an increased opportunity for cheap land. Walker was just as 

liberal in his guarantees to the country's sections. He 

assured the West and South that annexation would provide 

added security by preventing English domination of the South-

west. But it was to the North that the Senator made his 

wildest promise. Seeking to neutralize northern opposition 

to annexation, Walker conjectured that the admission of Texas 

to the Union would not protect slavery; on the contrary, it 
2 

would lead to the institution's gradual extinction. 

Public Ledger, 20, 22, 26 March 1844, for the quote see 
ibid., 29 March 1844; for the Boston Bay State Democrat see 
Madisonian, 7 May 1844; New Orleans Picayune, 26, 27 March, ^ 
20 April 1844; Charleston Mercury, 13 October, 21 November 1843 

^Robert Walker, Letter of Mr. Walker of Mississippi, 
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The pamphleteer argued that the annexation of Texas was 

the surest and most peaceful mode of solving the slavery 

and race problems in America. Once Texas joined the Union, 

her fertile lands would attract slaves from all the worn-out 

lands in the South. As plantations west of the Sabine 

reached peak production, competition in cotton would become 

keen, driving planters with poor lands out of business. 

Unable to support bondsmen, these planters would recoup 

some of their losses by selling their chattel to thriving 

cotton plantations in Texas. This process would continue as 

more land deteriorated. Economic necessity would gradually 

abolitionize larger and larger sections of the South. 

Texas, the last territory opened to cotton cultivation, would 

eventually become the last American slave state. But like all 

the other southern states, its lands too would wear out, 

forcing wholesale emancipation. After emancipation the free 

blacks would migrate south of the Rio Grande to the biracial 

societies of Mexico, Central, and South America, where they 

would be treated as equals. Texas, then, was "the only 

Relating to the Annexation of Texas (Washington! Globe Office, 
1844)," PP- 3-32; it was also printed in the Washington Globe, 
3 February 1844. Frederick Merk has studied the Walker pamphlet 
in detail, see Merk, Fruits of Propaganda in the Tyler Admin-
istration (Cambridges Harvard University Press, 1971)> pp« 22-
29; "A Safety Valve Thesis and Texas Annexation," Mississippi 
Valley Historical Review 49 (1962)s4l3-36; see also James P. 
Shenton, Robert John Walker, A Politician from Jackson to 
Lincoln (New York: Columbia University Press, I96I)» pp« 38-
39t 53-54; Henry Nash Smith, Virgin Lands The American West 
as Symbol and Myth (Cambridge*. Harvard University Press, 
1950), pp. 152-53. 
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safety-valve for "the whole Union, and. "the only practical 

outlet for the African population " This became known 

3 

as the "safety-valve" argument. 

Walker's Letter went through five editions in pamphlet 

form and received widespread circulation in the nation's 

press, especially in northern Democratic newspapers. A 

"Texas Fund," established in Washington by wealthy and 

influential friends of annexation, facilitated its circulation. 

The Letter became so prominent in 1844 that Henry Clay's 

acquaintance, Calvin Colton, referred to Walker as the "High 

Priest" of annexation. Texas charge Van Zandt commented that 

the pamphlet had a "most powerful influence" on public opinion. 

The Letter later enabled the Senator to play a key role in 

the Democratic party's presidential campaign of 1844.^ 

Proannexation propaganda sparked heated and hostile 

replies. Battle lines were being drawn on the annexation 

issue even before the ink had dried on the treaty. The public 

debate that Tyler wanted to avoid was being waged by politicians 

and journalists alike. But not all of the participants were 

friendly to Tyler and Texas. Whig and abolitionist newspapers 

-̂ Ibid. , Tyler advanced an idea similar to Walker's 
"safety-valve" thesis during the Missouri Compromise debate, 
Annals of Congress. 16 Cong., 1 Sess., 2sl382-94. 

^Calvin Colton, Annexation of Texas. By Junius (New 
York: Greeley and McElrath, 1844), pi 8; Van Zandtto Jones, 
22 February 1844, Garrison,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence 
of Texas, vol. 2, p. 256j Merk, Slavery and the Annexation 
of Texas, pp. 9-10. 
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were the most vocal press opponents of annexation, attacking 

the measure for a myriad of reasons. 

The National Intelligencer, espousing what later became 

the Whig party line, opposed annexation for fear that it 

would lead to war with Mexico. The antiexpansionist 

Intelligencer reminded the party's rank and file that it 

was "infinitely more important that we should people and 

improve what we have than grasp after more...." The paper 

viewed annexation and its attendant problems as a direct 

threat to the existence of the Union. Tyler's motives for 

annexation also came under persistent attack. The New Orleans 

Tropic and the Baltimore American and Commercial Daily Advertiser 

condemned the British plot theory, charging that it was the 

creation of a desperate President who hoped to excite the 

South for his own political, gain. It was said that Tyler 

wanted to use Texas as a rallying cry with which to secure 

the 1844 Democratic presidential nomination. Horace Greeley's 

New York Tribune commented that the vengeful Tyler intended 

to destroy Clay's chances for election with the annexation 

issue 5 

We cannot be mistaken in believing that the object of 
pressing Annexation at this time is to raise a new 
Missouri Question, fan the embers of Abolition into 
a sweeping flame, breaking over the present lines of 
party, and thus if possible defeat Mr. Clay. 

The Springfield Republican ignored the political ramifications 

of annexation and concentrated instead on the economic. It 

argued that the addition of Texas to the Union would give the 
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South control of the government. With this control the South 

would repeal the tariff and thus jeopardize the economic 

well-being of the North. The Re-publican, as a result, 

vowed to fight against annexation in any shape and form.-' 

Prominent politicians added their voices to the mounting 

opposition to Texas statehood. Daniel Webster joined the 

ranks of the antiannexationists after his retirement from 

the Tyler Cabinet. In a letter to the citizens of Worcester, 

Massachusetts, dated 23 January 1844, he challenged the 

constitutionality of annexation. The constitution, wrote 

Webster, said nothing about the addition of sovereign nations 

to the Union. He drew a distinction between acquiring colonial 

possessions of foreign states, such as Louisiana and Florida, 

and adding an independent nation to the Union, such as Texas. 

The Republic had its own laws, government, and treaty obli-

gations; its annexation would create diplomatic confusion and 

domestic rancor. Moreover, he warned against the overextension 

of the national domain and cited the admonition of an ancient 

Spartan to his countrymens "You have a Sparta, embellish it!" 

Long-time enemy of annexation, John Quincy Adams, continued 

to speak out on the Texas issue. He feared that annexation 

would establish a serious precedent that could transform the 

-^National Intelligencer, 16 March 1844, for the quote; 
see also ibid., 18, 21, 23, 25 March, 14, 15, 19 April 1844; 
New Orleans Tropic, 21, 23 November 1843» cited In the 
Intelligencer, 2 December 184-3; Baltimore American and 
Commercial Daily Advertiser, 16 April 1844; New York Tribune, 
19 March 1844, for the quote; Springfield Re-publican, 
8 April 1844. 
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very nature of "the Union. He eloquently predicted a foreboding 

future s 

This Texas annexation we deem the turning-point of a 
revolution which transforms the North American 
Confederation into a conquering^and warlike nation. 
Aggrandizement will he its passion and its policy. A 
military government, a large army, a costly navy, 
distant colonies, and associate islands in every sea, 
will follow of course in rapid_succession. A President 
for four years will "be a laughing-stock. A Captain-
General for life, and a Marshal's truncheon for a 
sceptre, will establish the law of arms for the 
Constitution, and the skeleton forms of war and slavery 
will stalk unbridled over the land. 

Abolitionist William Lloyd Garrison and David Lee Child 

threatened to work for dissolution of the Union rather than 
. 6 

succumb to Tyler's "diabolical scheme" of annexation. 

The proannexationist Walker Letter, especially its 

thesis that annexation would create a "safety-valve" drawing 

slaves and race problems into Mexico, also came under 

vicious attack. Antislavery Democrat, Theodore Sedgwick 

of New York, was the most outspoken of Walker's critics. 

Sedgwick, in a series of articles published in William Cullen 

Bryant's New York Evening Post, labeled the Walker thesis 

as "one of the most extraordinary for its boldness, that 

has ever been put forth." Perplexed by the inconsistencies 

prevalent in the Letter, the New Yorker sarcastically askeds 

^Daniel Webster, Writings and Speeches, 18 vols. 
(Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1903). l 6 s4 l8 -26 ; Adams, 
Memoirs, vol. 12, p . 57 J Liberator, 2k May 1844; David Lee 
Child. The Texan Revolution (Washington; J . and G. S. Gideon,_ 
1843); The Taking of Naboth's Vineyard (New York; S. W. Benedict 
and Co., 1845)• 
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"How in the nature of things can the addition of slave-holding 

States diminish the extent or influence of that institution?" 

Quite simply, it could not, answered Sedgwick. He claimed 

that annexation, rather than lead to gradual emancipation, 

would instead provide additional markets for slave "breeders 

in the nonproductive slave states. This proliferation of 

new markets would extend the life of the peculiar institution. 

Sedgwick agreed with Walker's general premise that if 

left alone, slavery would work itself out, but he failed to 

see how the annexation of Texas would leave the institution 

alone. Slavery would come to an end, he declared, only if 

new lands were closed to it! Horace Greeley echoed Sedgwick's 

remarks, asserting that the "safety-valve" thesis was intended 

to dull the conscience of those who wanted to "believe that 

they could vote for annexation without incurring the guilt 

7 

of extending human "bondage. 

By mid-April, 1844, the Texas debate, fueled by rumors 

that an annexation treaty had been completed, was growing more 

intense and emotional. The Tyler administration, however, 

refused to comment on the countless rumors. The Chief Executive 

still believed that official silence on the annexation treaty 

would prevent the Texas question from becoming an issue in 

^Sedgwick's articles were republished in April, 1844, 
as a pamphlet, Thoughts on the Proposed Annexation of Texas 
to the United States (New York* D. Fanshaw, 1844). For the 
quotes in this paragraph see ibid., p. 38. Greeley's remarks 
can be found in New York Tribune, 27, 28 November 1844. 
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in "the upcoming presidential election. By keeping the treaty 

out of the political arena, the administration hoped to ease 

the way for Senate ratification. Up until Calhoun sent the 

treaty to the Senate on 22 April 18^4, Tyler's strategy had 

"been successful. Neither the Whigs nor the Democrats had 

taken a stand on annexation and the treaty's secrecy had 

been preserved. Five days later, however, Tyler and the 

treaty were dealt a triple setback. On 27 April, the 

President was shocked to learn that the treaty and all its 

documents had been leaked to the press and that the two 

front-running presidential candidates, Whig Henry Clay and 

Democrat Martin Van Buren, had published letters opposing 

annexation. These events all but doomed the treaty. 

The annexation treaty was leaked to the New York Evening 

Post by Benjamin Tappan, a Democratic senator from Ohio. 

A member of the famous abolitionist family, Tappan condemned 

the document because it failed to place any restrictions 

upon slavery in Texas. He predicted that no free state 

Democrat would vote for the treaty's ratification and that 

it would go down in bitter defeat as a result. The Senator 

was also under the mistaken impression that the treaty was 

soon to be publicized. Because of this assumption, Tappan 

gave his copy to a friend who, in turn, left it in the office 

of the Evening Post. After the Post published the document, 

the Senate began an investigation to discover the source 

of the leak. On 30 April, Tappan, declaring just intentions, 
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confessed "to the misdeed and was later censured. Tappan's 

exploit shattered the wall of secrecy that Tyler had so 

carefully constructed around the treaty, leading to the 

reprinting of the pact in hundreds of newspapers across 

the c ountry.® 

More devastating to the treaty's chances for Senate 

ratification was Clay's letter condemning annexation. The 

Kentuckian's famous "Raleigh Letter," outlining his Texas 

position, appeared in the National Intelligencer on 27 April, 

and immediately became the official position of the Whig 

party. At this time, Harry of the West was the undisputed 

leader of the Whigs and was running virtually unopposed for 

the party's presidential nomination. As in the case of Texas, 

his political decisions frequently ended up as party doctrine. 

Because the Whigs controlled the Senate, Clay's support of 

annexation was essential to the ratification of the Tyler treaty. 

The President realized this, but he felt certain that his old 

enemy would support Texas statehood when the chips were down. 

O 

New York Evening Post, 27 April 1844. The treaty was 
mysteriously found on a table in the office of the Evening 
Post on 26 April. The editors, fearing that it might have 
been improperly obtained, hesitated on its publication. Later 
they were informed by an unnamed individual that copies of the 
treaty were already in circulation in Washington and New York. 
Because of this information, the Post opted to print the 
treaty. National Intelligencer, 29 April 1844; Lewis Tappan 
to Benjamin Tappan, 27 April 1844, Benjamin Tappan Papers, Library 
of Congress, Washington, D.C. For Tappan's confession see 
Tappan to William Archer, 30 April 1844, Washington Globe, 
30 May 1844. The resolutions of censure passed in executive 
session of the Senate can be found in New York Tribune, 
28 May 1844. 
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The Chief Executive, however, failed to consider that 1844-

was an election year and that Clay was making a bid for the 

presidency. Prudence, caution, and political expediency 

would dictate his stand on any new, potentially divisive 

issue such as annexation. Clay's reputation as the "Great 

Compromiser" indicated that he had the ability to adapt his 

positions to meet ever changing political circumstances. 

His Texas stand was just such an adaptation.^ 

The Kentuckian's "Raleigh Letter" created quite a 

sensation and was marked by characteristic prudence. Clay 

listed two reasons behind his opposition to annexation. The 

first was that war with Mexico would result if the United 

States annexed Texas at this time. Since Mexico had yet 

to recognize the Republic and since, on paper at least, a 

war still existed between the two nations, it would be 

dangerous and unwise to acquire Texas. Second, and more 

important, he feared that annexation would have a disruptive 

effect on the unity and sectional stability of the United 

States. Echoing the traditional antiexpansionist sentiments 

of his party, the presidential candidate wrote: "I think it 

far more wise and important to compose and harmonize the 

present Confederacy, than to introduce a new element of 

discord and distraction into it." Always the nationalist, 

9 7Saligny to Guizot, 29 April 1844, Barker, trans., The 
French Legation in Texas, vol. 2, p. 521; Washington D. Miller 
to Smith, 19 April 1844, Ashbel Smith Papers. 
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Clay criticized the blatantly sectional motives of some 

annexationists who advocated annexation to strengthen "One 

section against another." Such talk threatened the very 

foundation of the Union, cautioned the Whig. He also pointed 

out that the incorporation of Texas into the Union would not 

strengthen the slave South. On the contrary, he observed 

that most of the Republic's territory (that west and north 

of San Antonio) could not sustain slavery. If five states 

were carved out of Texas, he predicted that only two would 

be slave. He concluded the letter by restating his major 

arguments s 

I consider the annexation of Texas, at this time, without 
the assent of Mexico, as a measure compromising the 
national character, involving us certainly in a war with 
Mexico, probably with other foreign powers, dangerous 
to the integrity of the Union, inexpedient in the present 
financial condition of the country, and not called for 
by any general expression of public opinion.10 

Clay had not been hasty in formulating his Texas stand, 

nor was he rash and impulsive in publishing it. Indeed, 

the annexation issue had been on his mind since late 18^3. 

But he chose to delay publication of his position until 

knowing for sure that his antiannexationism would not lessen 

his popularity with southern Whigs. In December, 1843, 

the Kentuckian began a tour through the South ostensibly to 

10 
For the "Raleigh Letter" see Clay to the Editors of 

the National Intelligencer. 17 April 1844, National Intelligencer. 
27 April 18441for a contemporary Whig assessment of the 
document see American Review 1 (January, 1845), PP* 75-81. 
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conduct personal "business. His four month travels in Dixie 

took him from Louisiana to Virginia and gave him the opportunity 

to consult leading southern Whigs on a host of issues, not 

the least of which was Texas. Clay's southern trek convinced 

him that southerners had no burning desire to acquire Texas. 

In a letter to his close friend and political adviser, John 

J. Crittenden of Kentucky, Clay reassuredly stateds "Of 

one thing you may "be certain, that there is no such anxiety 

for annexation here at the South as you might have disposed 

to imagine." He also wrote North Carolina's Whig Senator, 

Willie P. Mangum, expressing confidence that the publication 

of his Texas position would strengthen his support in the 

South.11 

Confident that the 1844 election would not turn on one 

issue and that southern Whigs would support his candidacy, 

Clay, while in North Carolina, penned his "Raleigh Letter." 

He then sent the letter to Crittenden along with instructions 

to show it to leading southern partisans—Mangum, John M. 

Berrien and Alexander H. Stephens of Georgia, and James 

Morehead of Kentucky—and to have it published. Crittenden 

hesitated, obviously sensing possible adverse political 

1 1 
Clay to Crittenden, 5 December 1843, John J. Crittenden 

Papers; for the quote see Clay to Crittenden, 24 March 1844, 
ibid.; Clay to Mangum, 14 April 1844, Willie P. Mangum, The 
Papers of Willie. Person Mangum, ed. Henry Thomas Shanks, 
5 vols. (Raleighs State Department of Archives and History, 
1952), 4sl02-03. Clay made similar statements to Thurlow 
Weed, see Clay to Weed, 6 May 1844, Thurlow Weed Barnes,ed., 
Life of Thurlow Weed, 2 vols. (Bostons Houghton Mifflin, 
1883-1884), 2 s119-20. 
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repercussions. Clay, however, insisted that the letter "be 

published, assuring his cautious friend that Democratic front-

runner, Van Buren, held a similar position on annexation and 

that Texas would not "be a major issue in the election. Crittenden 

finally yielded to the Old Compromiser's admonitions and 

arranged for the National Intelligencer to publish the letter 

on 27 April. As Clay predicted, his "Raleigh Letter" had 

no immediate affect on his candidacy. In fact, less than a 

week after its publication, the Whigs met in convention at 

Baltimore and unanimously nominated the Kentuckian as their 

presidential nominee and Theodore Frelinghuysen of New Jersey 

as his running mate. The Whig platform adopted at Baltimore 

made no mention of Texas. Clay looked optimistically to the 

future, envisioning a Whig victory in November.12 

In the spring of 1844 the Democrats, too, were optimistic 

about their chances in the upcoming canvass. The Democratic 

nomination had attracted a number of contenders; but by April, 

Van Buren appeared to be far in the lead. The man from 

Kinderhook had held off challenges from Calhoun, Lewis Cass 

of Michigan, and Richard M. Johnson of Kentucky and seemed 

destined to become the Democracy's presidential candidate. 

In his bid for the party's nomination, the Red Fox had put 

together a formidable coalition consisting of avid supporters 

12 
Clay to Crittenden, 17, 19, 21 April 1844, John J. 

Crittenden Papers._ For accounts of the Whig convention see 
Baltimore American and Commercial Daily Advertiser, 3. 

4 May 1844 and the National Intelligencer. 2,3, 4~May 1844. 
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from every section. In addition, the New Yorker had received 

personal endorsements from the likes of the aging Jackson, 

Thomas Hart Benton, Silas Wright of New York, Thomas Ritchie 

of Virginia, and a host of lesser party leaders. With such 

impressive support, Van Buren's triumph at the party's 

convention seemed all "but assured. Only a major blunder by 

the Little Magician could prevent his nomination. Unfortunately 

for Mattie Van, such a blunder was made, costing him the 

13 

nomination. Texas proved to be Van Buren's nemesis. v 

When the Texas rumors began surfacing in the press in 

early 1844, the shrewd Van Buren avoided taking any stand 

upon annexation. His apprehensions had changed little since 

he rejected the Texas annexation petition during his presidency 

in 1837- He agreed with his New York ally and political 

confidant, Silas Wright, that the question was "fraught with 

danger." Any position he assumed on annexation would lose 

him precious supports if he came out for the measure, northern 

Democrats would be alienated; if, on the other hand, he 

opposed it, then his southern supporters would rebel. Either 

way, party unity, not to mention his presidential hopes, were 

sure to suffer. He concluded that the safest course was 

to keep silent on Texas and hope that the issue and rumors 
T h, -

would blow over.' 

13 
•̂ Van Deusen, The Jacksonian Era, pp. 180-85; Weed to 

Granger, 11 March 18W] Francis Granger Papers. 
14 
Wright to Van Buren, 1, 3> 8 April 1844, Martin Van Buren 

Papers, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C., microfilm. 
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Despite Van Buren's reluctance to speak out, many Demo-

cratic stalwarts came out boldly and publicly for annexation. 

Andrew Jackson was perhaps the most important of this group. 

The Old Hero, wracked by disease and dulled by age, mustered 

the strength to write several influential letters advocating 

Texas statehood. The sage of the Hermitage had been kept 

informed about the status of the treaty negotiation by Major 

William B. Lewis, a Tyler liaison, and by President Houston. 

Lewis's letters to Jackson emphasized the threat to American 

security embodied in Britain's Texas policy while Houston 

guaranteed the General that this treaty would be Washington's 

last opportunity to acquire Texas. Old Hickory swallowed 

the bait, throwing his considerable influence behind 

annexation. In his many letters, most of which were eventually 

published in the Democratic press, he argued that 1844 was 

the "golden moment" to annex the Republic and to foil the 

British. He challenged the Democrats to see annexation 

not as a Tyler measure, but as a national measure; indeed, 

a measure necessary for the security of the West and South. 

As a result, the retired President recommended that patriotism 

supplant political affiliation as the major determinant of 

one's Texas stand. For the politicos who dare play politics 

with so important an issue, he suggested they be sent "to 

their own native dunghills, there to rest forever." Unlike 
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Van Buren, there could be no doubt of Jackson's annexation 

position. 

Jackson's close personal friendship with Van Buren led 

to increasing speculation that the Red Fox actually favored 

Texas annexation. Most Democrats "believed that Old Hickory 

would have refrained from speaking publicly for annexation 

had his position not been approved by Van Buren. This view 

was further strengthened on 15 April 1844, when the party's 

national paper, the Globe, editorialized for the "reannexation" 

of Texas to prevent the British encirclement of the United 

States. It was common knowledge that Francis Blair, the 

Globe's editor, was a staunch Van Buren supporter and would 

do nothing to compromise the Democracy's chances in November. 

By mid-April, then, the available evidence—Jackson's letters 

and the Globe's editorial—indicated to most of the party's 

rank and file that Van Buren was an annexationist. Yet the 

New Yorker continued to maintain silence on the issue. Hoping 

to break this silence, Tom Ritchie, editor of the Richmond 

Enquirer and head of the Democratic machine in Virginia, wrote 

Silas Wright requesting that he recommend to Van Buren the 

need to come out publicly for annexation. Ritchie explained 

15 
For some of Jackson's more important Texas letters 

see Jackson to Aaron V. Brown, 9 February 1843, Richmond 
Enquirer. 22 March 1844; Jackson to Lewis, 11 March? 
8 April 1844, Bassett.ed., The Correspondence of Jackson, 
vol. 6, pp. 272, 277-78; Jackson to Houston, 15 March1844, 
Houston, The Writings of Sam Houston, eds. Barker and 
Williams, vol. 4, p. 266, note W7~ 



166 

that the New Yorker's support south of the Mason and Dixon 

line was tenuous at "best, hut that a firm stand in favor of 

annexation would solidify the South safely "behind the Little 

Magician. If Van Buren opposed annexation, the editor 

predicted that southern Democrats would abandon his candidacy 

in droves, causing him to lose the party's nomination. 

Ritchie agreed with a statement made "by Calhounite, Dixon 

Lewis, who quipped that for Van Buren "everything depends 

on the Texas question...for it unsettles all calculations 

as to the future course of men and parties." This statement 
1 6 

would later prove prophetic. 

As rumor and speculation increased, and as countless 

requests flooded into Lindenwald requesting definite information 

on Van Buren's Texas position, the candidate realized that he 

would have to take a stand on the annexation issue. Conse-

quently, when he received an inquiry requesting a statement 

on annexation from William H. Hammet, a Democratic representative 

from Mississippi and a loyal supporter, Van Buren decided to 

16 
Van Buren's friends kept him informed of Jackson's 

Texas position by sending the presidential aspirant copies 
of Old Hickory's letters. See John Letcher to Van Buren, 
23 September 1843, Andrew Stevenson to Van Buren, 3 October 
1843, Spencer Roane to Van Buren, 17 October 184-3, Francis 
Blair to Van Buren, 18 March 1844, all in Martin Van Buren 
Papers. Globe. 1.5 April 1844, at the time this editorial 
appeared, Blair was sick with an ear infection and unable to 
edit the paper. As a result, he did not pen the proannexation 
article, but he did approve it. Ritchie to Wright, 20 March 
1844, Wright to Van Buren, 22 March 1844, Martin Van Buren 
Papers. Dixon Lewis to Richard K. Cralle', 19 March 1844, 
Richard K. Cralle Papers, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C. 
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answer. Before he penned his answer, Mat-tie Yan informed 

Wright of his intentions and asked the Senator for his opinion. 

Wright recommended that the issue "be met honestly, without 

regard to politics because it "involves consequences much 

more momentous than the result of a single election." 

Aware of Van Buren's coolness towards annexation, the Senator 

proclaimed that it was more noble and patriotic "to take 

boldly the side of truth and principle, though it may be 

disastrous in a popular sense, than to temporize with a matter 

which may prove to be so vital to the perpetuity of our 

institutions, and to...our Country." The Red Fox took 

17 

Wright's advice to heart. ' 

At his New York estate, Van Buren, contrary to speculations 

circulating among party ranks, wrote a long letter against the 

annexation of Texas. In many ways Van Buren took forty pages 

to say what Clay had said in ten. In his letter the New 

Yorker conceded that he held no constitutional objections to 

annexation but that he did view the timing as inexpedient. 

Referring back to his administration's rejection of the Texan 

annexation offer in 1837, he explained that the threatening 

nature of Mexicari-Texan relations had not diminished over the 

last seven years. In short, he argued that his opposition 

to annexation in 1844 stemmed from the same reason he had 

opposed it in 1837' fear that annexation would lead to a war 

Papers. 

17 
Wright to Van Buren, 6, 8 April 1844, Martin Van Buren 
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with Mexico—a war "that could be interpreted "by other nations 

as a war of aggrandizement. Van Buren recommended that the 

United States delay annexation until after Mexico recognized 

the Texas Republic. He did, however, soften his position 

by admitting that Mexican recognition as a prerequisite to 

annexation could be dropped if Texas were threatened by 

other countries or if a majority of the American people and 

Congress came out in favor of the measure. Thus he opposed 

annexation but made it clear that his opposition could change 

if events warranted. After making extensive revisions, 

Van Buren on 20 April mailed his fateful letter to Wright 
1 O 

in Washington. The Senator was to see to its publication. 

Wright received the letter six days later and eagerly 

examined it. The following day, 27 April, the Senator 

reread the letter and then met with his "personal cabinet," 

which included Senator John Fairfield of Maine, Representative 

Lemuel Scott of New York, and others, to discuss the document 

over breakfast. They agreed that the letter should be 

18 
For the rough draft of Van Buren's Texas letter see 

Van Buren to Hammet, 20 April 1844, ibid. The Red Fox's 
biographers^disagree over the letter's merits and over the 
motives behind it. Alexander, in The American Talleyrand. 
P- 397» refers to the document as both a "literary monstrosity" 
and a "political treasure" that sidesteps.the annexation 
issue in a maze of doubletalk. Shepard and Lynch, on the 
other hand, conclude that it truly expressed Van Buren's 
Texas stand.^ According to them, "rare courage," not expedient 
hedging, motivated the New Yorker to pen the letter. See 
Shepard, Martin Van Buren. pp. 4-07-14-; Denis Tilden Lynch, 
Epoch and a Man? Martin Van Buren (New York: H. Liveright, 
1929J, pp. 4-85-86. ~ 
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published. After breakfast the Senator and his entourage 

visited Benton seeking his advice. Old Bullion, too, thought 

the letter worthy of publication. By this time, Clay's 

letter had appeared in the morning edition of the National 

Intelligencer. Wright and his cohorts were astounded by the 

coincidence and were determined to publish Van Buren's 

letter as soon as possible. If they did not, they feared 

that other Democrats would raise the mad dog cry upon Clay 

and oppose his stand upon principle. As a result, they 

hunted down Hammet, to whom the epistle was addressed, and 

obtained his permission to print the letter. Finally, late 

that afternoon Wright delivered the letter to the Globe 

office. Only hours after Clay's letter appeared in the 

Intelligencer. Van Buren's graced the pages of the Globe. 

Washington, as a result, was ablaze over the issue of 
19 

annexation. y 

Unlike Clay's letter, which hardly produced a ripple 

within Whig ranks, Van Buren's hit the Democracy like a 

thunderbolt." Reaction to it was swift and, in many cases, 

hostile. With the party's national convention scheduled to 

open in Baltimore in late May—a month after the letter's 

publication—Democrats had plenty of time to reassess their 

support of Van Buren's candidacy in light of his shocking 

Texas letter. Reassessment frequently led to abandonment as 

19 
Wright to Van Buren, 29 April 1844, Martin Van Buren 

Papers; Washington Globe. 27 April 1844. 



170 

southern and western Democrats especially led a movement to 

"block the New Yorker's nomination. Only a few days after 

the publication of the letter, the annexation issue over-

shadowed all others. Democrats had to decide whether they 

wanted Van Buren or Texas. They could not have both.20 

Tom Ritchie, a devoted annexationist and, up until 

27 April, a Van Buren supporter, was the first influential 

party member to abandon Van Buren. The Richmond editor believed 

that the Little Magician's Texas stand undermined his chances 

of winning the support of southern Democrats. Without southern 

support, the candidate had no chance of victory in November 

against the popular Clay. For the sake of the Democracy, 

Ritchie advised Van Buren to withdraw from the race in favor 

of a candidate more attuned to the expansionist wishes of 

the South. As the Richmond Enquirer heralded that "principles 

not men" should guide the convention's selection at Baltimore, 

the Virginian began searching for an annexationist to support. 

Nashville Union, a Democratic paper sensitive to the 

views of the Hermitage, echoed Ritchie's opinions and claimed 

that any Tennessee delegate who threw his support to Van Buren 

at Baltimore would be a "marked man." Not infrequently, 

southerners, pledged to support Van Buren at the convention, 

resigned as delegates rather than vote for an anti-Texas 

20 . 
William Parry to William Allen, 14 May 1844, 

William Allen Papers, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C. 
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candidate. The disaffection within the party's ranks was 
p 1 

spreading like a cancer. 

Jackson, too, expressed shock, hurt, and disappointment 

at Van Buren's Texas stand and, like Ritchie, concluded that 

it would cost him many western and southern votes at Baltimore. 

Writing to Benjamin Butler, Van Buren's campaign manager, 

the Old Hero argued: "You might as well, it appears to me, 

attempt to turn the current of the Missfiss"} ippi, as to turn 

the democracy from the annexation of Texas, to the United 

States...." Jackson was critical of his old friend for 

ignoring the security of the West in formulating his annexation 

position. In the same letter to Butler, Old Hickory commented: 

If [he] had taken into view the exposed situation of 
New Orleans, with Texas in the hands of Great Britain, 
added to the danger of British influence upon our Western 
Indians, in the event of war, and the dreadful scenes 
apprehended from a servile war, with the Indians 
combined, on our South and west,—the feelings of the 
west might have been well judged of on this Subject. 

Van Buren's disregard of western interests could easily cost 

him the nomination, argued Jackson, for the party would never 

"abandon principle for policy." As a result, Jackson beseeched 

his protege to consider the British threat and amend his Texas 

stand. If he did, the nomination would be his. If, on the 

21 
A Faithful Follower and a Friend to Van Buren, 

1 May 1844,Ritchie to Van Buren, 5 May 1844, Martin Van Buren 
Papers; Richmond Enquirer. 3 May 1844; R. Hubard to Ritchie, 
18 May 1844, Thomas Ritchie Papers, Library of Congress, 
Washington, D.C.; Nashville Union. 18, 23, 28 May 1844. 
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other hand, he did not, a schism was sure to develop that 

could jeopardize his political future.22 

To make matters worse, Van Buren's competitors for the 

Democratic nomination also began speaking out in favor of 

the annexation of Texas. Hoping to capitalize on the Red 

Fox's plummeting popularity, his chief rival, Lewis Cass, 

assumed Jackson's position and argued that annexation was 

needed for security reasons. Richard Johnson, another 

Democratic hopeful for the nomination, stated that the 

acquisition of Texas would add material benefits to the North 

in the form of new markets and, at the same time, provide 

security for the South and West. New Hampshire Senator Levi 

Woodbury, also a presidential aspirant, adopted the arguments 

made popular by Walker's Letter. Lastly, vice-presidential 

hopeful, James K. Polk of Tennessee, came out for the "immediate 

reannexation" of Texas and the occupation of Oregon in order 

to stem the growing British influence in the Western Hemisphere. 

As more and more prominent Democrats declared for annexation, 

Van Buren seemed increasingly out of step with the party.23 

22 
.Both quotes can be found in Jackson to Butler, 14- May 

1844, Gideon Pillow, "Letters of Gideon Pillow to James K. 
Polk, 1844," ed. Jesse S. Reeves, American Historical Review 11 
(1906)s833-35. For several additional letters from Jackson 
commenting on Van Buren's Texas stand see Jackson to Blair, 
7 May 1844, Jackson to Benton, 14- May 1844, both in Bassett.ed., 
Correspondence of Jackson, vol. 6, pp• 283-85> 292-93? Jackson 
to the Editors of the Nashville Union. 13 May 1844, in the Union, 
16 May 1844-; Jackson to Blair, 18 May 184-4, Blair Family Papers. 

23 
Cass to Edward Hannegan, 10 May 1844, in Washington 

Globe, 16 May 184-4-; Cass to Lucius Lyon, 10 May 184-4, Lewis Cass 
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Not every Democrat, however, deserted the Little Magician. 

In fact, two of his most influential friends, Francis Blair 

and Benton, vigorously continued to support his candidacy. 

Both men defended Van Buren's Texas letter because they 

believed that Calhoun was deliberately trying to divide the 

Union with the annexation issue. His goal, they charged, 

was to promote his own selfish political ambitions. Benton 

and Blair saw conspiracy behind every move made by Tyler's 

Secretary of State. They argued that after Calhoun signed 

the treaty, but before he sent it to the Senate, that the 

South Carolinian read the proannexation editorial in the 

15 April 1844, edition of the Globe. Convinced that the 

editorial reflected Van Buren's position, the Secretary, 

hoping to grab all of the credit for annexation, sought to 

alienate the New Yorker from the annexation issue. To do 

this he penned his infamous Pakenham letter, which justified 

annexation as the best defense for southern slavery. He 

hoped that his epistle to the British minister would force 

Van Buren to oppose annexation and thus defeat the treaty. 

With annexation defeated and the South angered, Calhoun 

then would have the opportunity toV 

toPBrS^ Linf?ry °f«C£ngr?If; W a s h i nS t o n» D.C.; R.' M. Johnson 
M Hoffman, 8 May 18^4, Globe, 21 May I844j Levi 

u fforg® S a n d e r s a n d others, 16 December 1843, 
JL1 Mav mr-h W o ° ^ r y t 0 J* H. Reid and others, 
pj y ^ Ix.'Glo^e' 1 8 May 1844; James K. Polk to Salmon 
Chase and others, 23 April 1844, ibid., 6 May 1844. 
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unite "the whole South upon himself as "the Champion of 
its cause and give him the pretext of urging the slave-
holding states into his scheme of dissolution of the 
Union and a Southern Confederacy as the only means of 
obtaining its union with Texas and hoping thus to make 
himself the great man of this fragment.... 

According to Benton and Blair, dissolution of the Union 

motivated Calhoun. To these loyal Van Burenites, at least, 

annexation was less a product of Tyler than of his Secretary 

of State.2Ur 

Because of these unfounded suspicions of Calhoun, Blair 

threw the formidable influence of the Globe behind Van Buren. 

In May the paper analyzed and then reanalyzed Mattie Van*s 

Texas letter and concluded that the candidate was an annex-

ationist at heart. Granted, argued the editor, Van Buren did 

oppose the Tyler treaty, but his opposition stemmed from its 

timing and his fear that it would lead to war, not from a 

dogmatic disapproval of the concept of annexation. Referring 

to the Secretary of State as an ambitious "mad man" bent 

upon dissolving the Union, the Globe warned that the preservation 

of the Union and the fate of the Democratic party depended 

upon Van Buren's nomination. The national organ was especially 

24 
Blair to Jackson, 2 May, 4 August 1844, Blair Family 

Papers; Benton to the members of the Texan Congress, 
30 April^1844, in Globe, 29 April, 2 May 1844. Benton and 
Blair* s indie"lmeri"fc of Ca.lh.oun was TDased. raoi*© on coincidencs 
and hatred than on fact. Contrary to their charges, Calhoun 
had not been the guiding spirit behind Tyler's annexation 
push nor did he want to dissolve the Union upon the issue. 
Though a few of his extremist friends advised him to lead the 
South out of the Union if annexation failed, he declined 
their overtures. See Hammond to Calhoun, 10 May 1844, 
Calhoun, Correspondence of John C. Calhoun, ed. Jameson, 
pp. 954-55* 
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critical of "the southern and western Democrats who used the 

New Yorker's Texas position as a pretext to abandon him. 

Ritchie in particular felt the wrath of the Globe. Lastly, 

Blair, attempting to put annexation in perspective, assured 

the Democracy that Texas was a "minor issue" compared to 

a Clay victory, which would bring another national bank, 

distribution, internal improvements, and increased federal 

government.2^ 

Benton and Blair's defense of Van Buren failed to reverse 

the defections from the Fox's ranks. By mid-May, only two 

weeks before the Democratic convention, these defections had 

increased to the point that some of the New Yorker's campaign 

managers were secretly predicting defeat at Baltimore. 

Optimism had given way to pessimism as the erosion of Van Buren's 

support continued. Ritchie had deserted him. Jackson's 

strong statements favoring annexation convinced many that he 

too had abandoned the Little Magician. The Mississippi 

and Virginia delegations in Congress turned against him, 

as did those of Indiana and Illinois. Only the ranks of the 

northern Democrats seemed closed behind Van Buren, but no 

one would estimate how long this unity would last. Silas 

Wright vowed that the Little Magician would never surrender 

to the "rotten rogues" fleeing his ranks, for their "success 

2 % L ° M . 1, 2, 3, k, 6, 8, 11, 13, ±k, 16, 21, 2k May 
lts44. The voice of Van Buren's New York machine, the 
Regency, agreed with the Globe's assessment. See Albanv 
Argus, 2, 3, 6, 10, Ik, 23, 2? May 1844. 
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would be our worst enemy." A startled Benton appealed to 

Jackson to make a statement supporting Van Buren or else all 

would be lost. On 27 May 1844, in this atmosphere of doubt 

and suspicion, the Democrats gathered at Baltimore to select 

their national ticket. They met, as the Whig press maliciously 

pointed out, in the Odd Fellows Hall. The hall was large, 

but not large enough. The weather turned hot and the place 

became, in the language of a reporter, "a Black Hole of 

Calcutta." For four days the hall echoed to the sounds of 

speeches, roll calls, and parades, while the nights buzzed 

with intrigue in smoke-filled hotel rooms.^ 

Van Buren came into Baltimore as the frontrunner with 

a majority of the convention's delegates pledged to support 

him on the first ballot. Many of these delegates, however, 

had been bound to the New Yorker before he published his 

unpopular Texas letter. As a result, some of the delegates, 

anxious for annexation themselves, were looking for a way to 

technically fulfill their pledges to Van Buren yet, at the 

same time, lay the groundwork for his defeat. Robert Walker, 

the leader of the Red Fox's opposition, devised such a 

maneuver. By clever management, the Walker-led expansionists 

Wright to John L. Russell, 22 May 1844, Ransom Hooker 
Gillet, The Life and Times of Silas Wright. 2 vols. (Albany! 
The Argus Company, 1874), 2sl519-20; Wright to George Bancroft, 
6 May 1844, George Bancroft Papers, Cornell University, Ithaca, 
New York, microfilm; Wright to Van Buren, 13 May 1844, Martin 
Van Buren Papers; Van Deusen, The Jacksonian Era, p. 184; 
Frederick^ Me rk_, "Presidential Fever," Mississippi Vallev 
Historical Review. 47 (i960) »3. x 
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succeeded In getting the convention to adopt the two-thirds 

rule. Used in the conventions of 1832 and 1836, the rule 

required that a candidate receive a two-thirds majority "before 

nomination. Van Buren's opponents speculated that he could 

not command such widespread support. They were correct. 

After the rule's adoption, the convention deadlocked. Neither 

Yan Buren nor his leading opponent, Cass, could secure the 

two-thirds vote necessary for the nomination. After eight 

ballots the deadlock remained. Both sides dug in and prepared 

to fight to the "bitter end.27 

Fearful that this deadlock would lead to a serious 

schism, a few party managers "began searching for a compromise 

candidate. They agreed that the candidate would have to he 

an expansionist and an individual trusted "by "both Van Buren 

and Cass forces. Only James K. Polk fit the bill. Polk, 

a former governor of Tennessee, congressman, and Speaker of 

the House, a hard-money, Independent Treasury Jacksonian, had 

been a party stalwart ever since the rise of the Democracy 

to power. In addition to his impeccable Democratic credentials, 

the Tennessean was an ardent expansionist who had supported 

Van Buren in 1844 yet not alienated Cass. Moreover, he was 

known to be in the confidence of the Old Hero at the Hermitage. 

With the convention stalemated, Polk's name was brought 

forward by George Bancroft of Massachusetts and Gideon Pillow 

27Globe. 27, 28 May 1844. 
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of Tennessee. On the ninth "ballot, the New York delegation, 

willing to do anything to prevent a Cass victory, threw its 

support to Young Hickory, causing a stampede. In the spirit 

of reconciliation and party unity, the Cass faction also 

backed the Tennessean and consequently he "became the first 

dark horse candidate In American presidential history. On 

29 May, within seconds of his nomination, Samuel F. B. Morse's 

telegraph flashed the news to the basement room in the nation's 

Capitol where the machine was set up. The room was crowded 

because Congress had adjourned to hear the report from 
p Q 

Baltimore and to marvel at the new invention. 

With Polk nominated, the convention hurried through 

its remaining business. As an obvious peace offering to 

2 8 
Shortly before the convention, Polk had given his floor 

managers, Pillow and Cave Johnson, permission to use his name 
in any way they thought proper. He did caution them, however, 
not to alienate the Van Buren faction. Polk realized that 
regardless of the New Yorker's fortunes, his supporters would 
inevitably control the final nomination process. Polk was 
seeking the vice-presidential nomination but was not adverse 
to accepting the top spot, If it were offered to him. Polk 
to Johnson, 1J, 14, 17 May 1844, Polk, "Letters of James K. 
Polk to Cave Johnson, 1833-1848," ed. St. George L. Sioussat, 
Tennessee Historical Magazine 1 (I915):239-40, 241-42, 242-43; 
Pillow to Polk, 25 May 1844, "Letters of Gideon Pillow to 
James K. Polk," ed. Reeves, p. 840. After Polk was nominated, 
both Bancroft and Pillow claimed exclusive responsibility for 
the deed, see Bancroft to Polk, 6 July 1844, M. A. DeWolfe Howe, 
ed., The Life and Letters of George Bancroft. 2 vols. (1908; 
reprint ed., New Yorks Da Capo Press, 1970), Is251-55; Bancroft 
to I. G. Harris, 30 August I887, George Bancroft Papers; 
Pillow to Polk, 29» 30 May 1844, "Letters of Gideon Pillow 
to James K. Polk," ed. Reeves, pp. 841-43- For differing 
secondary accounts of Polk's nomination see Eugene McCormac, 
James K. Polk (Berkeley; University of California Press, 1922), 
P»245; Charles A. McCoy, Polk and the Presidency (Austins 
University of Texas Press, I960), pp. 36-43. 
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Van Buren, the Democracy selected the Red Fox's close friend, 

Silas Wright, to he Polk's running mate. But as the news 

ticked to Washington, Wright emphatically declined the 

nomination, refusing to run on a Texas ticket. The convention 

eventually settled on George M. Dallas of Pennsylvania, an 

expansionist and a relative of Walker's. The party then 

adopted its platform which included a plank that demanded 

the "reoccupation of Oregon" and the "reannexation of Texas." 

Walker, no doubt, was instrumental in combining these two 

expansionist causes. He believed that northern Democrats 

would willingly back the Oregon question while southern and 

western partisans would support annexation. Sectional 

accommodation, not confrontation, would unite the party, 

believed Walker. The expansionist plank in the platform 

merely reflected this belief. After the convention approved 

the platform, the Democrats adjourned to the chant of "Polk, 

Dallas, and Texas." Because the Democracy nominated Polk 

instead of Van Buren, annexation was injected as a major 

issue in the upcoming campaign. On the Texas question, 

at least, the American electorate was to have a clear choice 

between the candidates: Polk favored "immediate annexation" 

while Clay was on record as opposing it.2^ 

29 
Wright to John L. Russell, 17 June 1844, Gillet, The 

Life and Times of Silas Wright, vol. 2, pp. 1520-21; Johnson 
to Polk, 31 May 1844, James K. Polk Papers, Library of Congress, 
Washington,^D.C., microfilm; Jabez D. Hammond, Life and Times 
of Silas Wright: Late Governor of the State of New York 
[New York: A. S. Barnes, 1848), pp~ 465-68; John M. Belohlavek, 
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While the Democrats met In stormy session at the Odd 

Fellows Hall, a disorganized contingent of Tyler supporters 

also gathered in Baltimore. These Tylerites nominated the 

President for a ticket that emphasized his reelection and the 

reannexation of Texas. Tyler accepted the nomination, believing 

that the threat of his candidacy would pressure the Democrats 

into dropping Van Buren and nominating in his place a pro-

annexation candidate. The President hoped, of course, that 

he would he the Democracy's eventual choice. Polk's nomination 

dashed this hope, but Tyler could take comfort in the fact 

that Young Hickory was an annexationist. Even after the 

Democratic convention, however, Tyler remained temporarily 

in the race. While Tyler's candidacy threatened to split 

the proTexas vote and hurt the Democrats, the Whigs were 

faced with a similar challenge. Their challenge came from 

James G. Birney, the Liberty party candidate, who was also 

making a bid for the presidency. Birney*s abolitionist and 

antiannexationist position threatened to attract some support 

from the conscience Whigs, who had never trusted the slaveholder 

Clay. With four candidates vying for the presidency, the 

George Mifflin Dallas, Jacksoriian Patrician (University Park: 
Pennsulvania State University Press, 1977), pp. 85-91; Clark 
E. Persinger, "The 'Bargain of 1844' As the Origin of the 
Wilmot Proviso," Annual Report of the American Historical 
Associa.tion for the year 1911 (Washington 8 n-nvpr>nrr>pn+. Printing 
Office, 1913) , pp. 189-95; Washington Globe. 30 May 1844; Oscar 
Doane Lambert, Presidential Politics in the United States. 
1841-1844 (Durhams Duke University PressT̂  1936), pp. 145-59 ; 
James C. N. Paul, Rift in the Democracy (Philadelphia! 
University of Pennsylvania Press, 1951), pp. 88-89, 144-65. 
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nation looked forward to a spirited and interesting campaign— 

a campaign where the Texas issue would play not a minor role 

in determining the outcome.-^0 

The excitement and anticipation generated by the 

political conventions had drawn public attention away from 

Capitol Hill. But behind the closed doors of the Senate, 

a political debate, equal in intensity and spirit to any 

convention floor fight, was being waged. The debate was 

over the ratification of Tyler's Texas treaty. According 

to both the treaty's opponents and proponents, the fate of 

the Union hinged on the final outcome of this debate. With 

the stakes so high, both sides were tenaciously determined 

to fight for their positions. 

30 
Washington Madisonian. 29, 30 May I84^j Seager, And 

j^yler Tqq, pp. 219-29; Lambert, Presidential Politics in the 
United States, pp. 159-61; Birney to William E. Austin," 
23 February 1844, James Gillespie Birney, The Letters of 
games Gillespie Birney, 1831-1857, ed. Dwight L. Dumond," 
2 vols. (New York: D. Appleton-Century, I838), 2:788-93; 
Theodore Clark Smith, The Liberty and Free Soil Parties in 
ike,.,Northwest (1897; reprint ed. , New Yorki Russell £Hd 

™ ' Q A P ; „??? b e? t biography of Birney remains 
Betty Fladeland, James Gillespie Birnev: Slaveholder- to 
Aboiltionist (Ithaca: Cornell University Press"! 1955). 



CHAPTER YII 

THE SENATE REJECTS THE TEXAS TREATY 

On 22 April 1844, the annexation treaty with its accompanying 

correspondence entered the Senate. Automatically, the Senate 

referred the documents to the Foreign Relations Committee, 

chaired by Virginia Whig, William S. Archer. Like the Senate 

itself, the committee was controlled "by the Whig party. 

Archer's committee deliberated on the treaty for seventeen 

days "before returning it without recommendation to the Senate 

on 10 May. In the meantime, Van Buren and Clay published 

their antiannexation letters in the Washington press, fore-

shadowing a formidable opposition to the Tyler measure. 

When Tappan betrayed the treaty and its documents to the 

New York Evening Post, almost overnight, Texas became the 

leading issue in the country. Astute political observers, 

however, in light of these journalistic events, gave the 

treaty little chance of ratification. They figured that 

Clay's opposition alone was enough to seal the treaty's fate 

in the Whig dominated Senate. Van Buren's pronouncement, 

coupled with the publication of Calhoun's Pakenham letter, 

would only strengthen an already overwhelming opposition 

to the treaty. In assessing the startling events of late 

April, 1844, Gideon Welles predicted that they "have thrown 

182 



183 

"back the Texas question for several years. They have," he 

continued, "cooled off the friendly feelings of warm friendĵ sj. ... " 

Without a party and an effective patronage lever, Tyler could 
1 

do little more than hope for the best in the Senate. 

The unfavorable report on the treaty by the Senate 

Committee on Foreign Relations portended the drift of events 

to come. Step by step the treaty's Senate opponents worked 

to remove the veil of secrecy placed around the document by 

the administration. On 15 May Clay's Kentucky successor, 

John Crittenden, sponsored a resolution that called for the 

removal of the secrecy injunction. The resolution passed 

easily. Crittenden's action did not, however, apply to the 

Senate debates; they remained concealed from public scrutiny. 

To remedy this problem, Missouri Democrat Benton, two days 

later, introduced a resolution that would enable the Senate 

to publicize the day-to-day speeches and proceedings on the 

treaty. Benton's Whig colleagues threw their support 

behind this measure, resulting in its passage. Tyler's 

opponents wanted the American electorate to be cognizant 

of the treaty's origins, its salient documents, and its 

1 
For the Welles quote see Welles to Wright, 1 May 1844, 

Gideon Welles Papers. For other predictions of the treaty's 
fate see Cave Johnson to Polk, 3 May 1844, James K. Polk 
Papers; John J. Crittenden to his daughter, 16 May 1844, 
John J. Crittenden Papers; Francis Wharton to Calhoun, 
22 May 1844, Calhoun, Correspondence of John C. Calhoun, 
ed. Jameson, pp. 957-58. 
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weaknesses and potential dangers. The stage was now set 
2 

for the opening assault on the Texas treaty. 

The assault began on 16 May when the indefatigable Benton 

launched a blistering three-day speech against the treaty. 

The Missourian, a close friend of Van Buren and a bitter 

enemy of Tyler and Calhoun, believed the treaty to be inex-

pedient and the motives behind it to be suspect. One of Old 

Bullion's specific complaints against the treaty was its lack 

of a defined boundary between Texas and Mexico. The treaty's 

negotiators had ignored the touchy boundary question. The 

pact merely required that Texas cede "all its territories" 

to the United States. But the Republic, as a result of 

an act of the Texas Congress in December, I836, had specified 

its boundary to be the Rio Grande from its mouth to its source, 

and thence along a line due north to the boundary of the 

United States at the forty-second parallel. Benton charged 

that the annexation of Texas with the aforementioned boundary 

would transfer to the United States the Mexican towns of 

Taos, Santa Fe, and Albuquerque,along with portions of the 

Mexican departments of Chihuahua, Coahuila, Tamaulipas, and 

New Mexico. The flagrant acquisition of this land without 

Mexican approval would undoubtedly lead to war. Such a war 

would be unjust because the United States would be the 

2 
Journal of the Executive Proceedings of the Senate 

(Washington," D.C.s Government Printing Office, 1828 to 
present;, 6t283, 290. 
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aggressor against a peaceful Mexico. Furthermore, a war, 

by disrupting the trade "between the United States and Mexico, 

3 

would "be injurious to the economies of the western states. 

Benton became more impassioned as he turned his attention 

from the treaty to the administration's motives "behind it. 

He flatly rejected the White House claim that Britain's 

Texas policy threatened vital American security interests. 

Reading long passages from the correspondence accompanying 

the treaty, the Senator from Missouri pointed out that 

Everett's dispatches from London as well as Aberdeen's many 

statements dissipated all grounds of apprehension. Despite 

this evidence proving that Britain posed no threat to the 

United States, Tyler and the State Department hurriedly 

signed an annexation treaty, dispatched a messenger to 

Mexico, and sent the treaty to the Senate for ratification. 

Why, asked Benton, some forty days "before the Democratic 

convention, was this course adopted? Because, he answered, 

this would "be long enough "for the 'Texas "bomb' to burst and 

scatter its fragments all over the Union, blowing up candidates 

^Benton's speech can be found in Congressional Globe, 
28 Gong., 1 Sess., Appendix, 13^7^-85. For several excellent 
assessments of Benton's personal philosophy and how it 
might have influenced his Texas position see C. H. McClure, 
"Early Opposition to Thomas Hart Benton," Missouri Historical 
Review 10 (1916)s184-^6; Elbert Smith, "Thomas Hart Benton, 
Southern Realist," American Historical Review 58 (1953)' 
795-98; Magnificent Missourian. The Life of Thomas Hart 
Benton (Philadelphia! J. B. Lippincott, 1958), p'p. 188-92. 
Benton's own recollections can be found in Benton, Thirty 
Years View, vol. 2, pp. 58I-613. 
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for the presidency, blowing up the tongue-tied senate itself 

for not ratifying the treaty, and furnishing a new Texas 

candidate, anointed with gunpowder, for the presidential 

chair." In other words, according to the Missourian, Tyler 

hoped to use the treaty to advance his own selfish political 

ambition. The President was not concerned with the British, 

only with four more years in the White House. Benton closed 

his speech by vowing to oppose Tyler's annexation attempt 

regardless of the consequences to his bid for reelection 

k 
in Missouri. 

Opposition from Benton, a known friend of Texas and, 

by most standards, an annexationist, was especially damaging 

to the treaty's chances of ratification. The President, 

aware of the Missourian's influence, attempted to strike 

back. While Old Bullion was delivering his speech, Tyler 

sent additional documents to the Senate designed to reinforce 

the administration's Texas position. These new documents 

included copies of letters from Andrew Jackson, Sam Houston, 

and other patriots, which upheld the President's view that 

the opportunity to annex Texas, if lost now, would probably 

^For Benton's quote see Congressional Globe, 28 Cong., 
1 Sess., Appendix, 13:^74. The Senator later justified his 
antitreaty position in Benton to Jackson, 28 May 1844, 
Bassett,ed., Correspondence of Jackson, vol. 6, p. 296? 
Benton to Thompson, 30 December 1844, Waddy Thompson Letters. 
Duff Green, in a series of letters to Willie Mangum, attacked 
Benton as being proBritish. Green's letters were published 
in the Washington Madisonian, 9> 10, 11, 13» 14, 15» 17» 
20 May, 3 June 1844. 
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IDS los"t forever. If the treaty failed "to secure ratification, 

then Texas would seek an alliance with Great Britain. Not 

surprisingly, Old. Hickory's letters were the most vehement. 

In a letter written on 11 March 1844, and intended for Senate 

consumption, the man from the Hermitage wrote: 

The present golden moment to obtain Texas must not he 
lost, or Texas must, from necessity, he throwninto the 
arms of England, and he forever lost to the United 
States. Need I call your attention to the situation of 
the United States--England in possession^of Texas, or 
in strict alliance, offensive and defensive, and contending 
for California. How easy would it he for Great Britain 
to interpose a force sufficient to prevent emigration to 
California from the United States, and supply her 
garrison from Texas! Every real American, when they 
view this, with the danger to New Orleans from British 
arms from Texas, must unite, heart and hand, in^the 
annexation of Texas to the United States. It will he 
a strong iron hoop around our Union, and a bulwark 
against all foreign invasion or aggression, I say again, 
let not this opportunity slip to regain Texas, or it 
may elude our grasp forever, or cost us oceans of blood 
and millions of money to free us from the evils that 
may be brought upon us. I hope and trust there will 
be as many "patriots in the Senate as will ratify the 
treaty, which I have no doubt will be promptly entered 
into. 

In another letter penned in early May, the Old Hero argued 

that "the Senator who votes against the ratification of the 

Treaty, must be a traitor to the best interest of our 

beloved country, whatever pretext he may attempt to shield 

himself under. 

^For Tyler's message to the Senate see Journal of the 
Executive Proceedings of the Senate, 6s286-87» for the 
letters accompanying the message see House Documents, 
no. 271 (28 Cong., 1 Sess.), serial set 444, pp. 101-10. 
Jackson's quotes cited in this paragraph can be found in 
Bassett,ed., Correspondence of Jackson, vol. 6, pp. 264-
65, 282 . 
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Tyler's ploy to let Jackson do the talking for the 

administration proved partially successful in garnering 

support for the treaty. This support came primarily from 

Senate Democrats who still payed homage to the Hero of 

New Orleans. In fact, of the seven Democrats who spoke 

in the Senate on the ratification question, all hut one 

(Benton) supported the treaty. The six Democratic senators 

speaking out in favor of ratification were evenly divided 

geographically between North and South. The northern pro-

ponents of the annexation treaty included James Buchanan of 

Pennsylvania, Sidney Breese of Illinois, and Levi Woodbury 

of New Hampshire, while George McDuffie of South Carolina, 

Robert Walker of Mississippi, and A. H. Sevier of Arkansas 

made up the southern faction. Taken as a whole, these 

Democrats repeated the arguments made popular by the 

administration and Jackson, emphasizing both the benefits 

of annexation and the dangers should it fail. 

Buchanan made perhaps the most effective argument from 

the northern point of view. He challenged the Senate to look 

beyond Tyler's alleged annexation motives for, in the final 

analysis, they were unimportant. He lectured his colleagues 

Instead to consider the benefits of annexation to future 

generations of Americans. Among the many benefits the Penn-

sylvanian listed were added security from Europe, expansion 

of the nation's Internal commerce, and the eventual emancipation 

of American slaves. Breese, too, emphasized the added 
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security that Texas would, provide "the United States. In 

addition, he stressed that Mexico could not consider annexation 

to he an American act of aggression because Texas, recognized 

as independent by the world's major powers, had the right to 

control her own destiny. Woodbury, in a maze of legalistic 

arguments, viewed ratification of the treaty as an American 

obligation. Believing Texas to have been a part of the 

Louisiana Purchase, which had been "unconstitutionally ceded 

to Spain in 1819, he argued that the Senate was obligated to 

right the wrong and return this land to the Union.^ 

Southerners McDuffie and Sevier defended Tyler's 

position on annexation, reminding the senators that since 

Adams tried to purchase Texas in 1825, "the acquisition of 

the land west of the Sabine had been a goal of every pres-

idential administration. Both men warned the Senate not to 

balk at this annexation opportunity for it would be the last. 

If rejected, they predicted that Texas and Britain would 

enter into an alliance that could prove threatening to the 

United States. Walker's speech lasted for two days and was 

as dramatic as Benton's. The Mississippian assured the Senate 

that the administration's willingness to liberally negotiate 

a Texas boundary settlement with Mexico would prevent a war 

from breaking out over any border dispute. Like the speeches 

^For the speeches of Buchanan, Breese, and Woodbury, 
see Congressional Globe, 28 Cong., 1 Sess., Appendix, 
13:720-27, 537-^3. 760-75, respectively. 
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of his southern compatriots Sevier and McDuffie, Walker's 

was marked by hostility to Great Britain. Its conclusion 

appealed to the patriotism of the Senate's members and their 

suspicions of Britain: 

I wish to see British intrigues and British influence 
forever expelled from the republic of Texas, and the 
ever glorious ensign of my "beloved country unfolded 
throughout its borders. Such a result would indeed be 
great and glorious; it would be hailed with rejoicing 
from the St. Croix to the Del Norte; the swelling heart 
of every unprejudiced and true American would beat with 
joy, and England would feel as she did when her armies 
surrendered at Yorkstown, and the forces of Pakenham 
retired discomfited from the plains of Orleans. But 
should it be otherwise—should the treaty fail, and 
Texas be lost to the Union—great will be the joy of 
England; for it will be a British triumph, achieved 
in the American Capitol, and by the votes of American 
senators.? 

The arguments of the treaty's Democratic proponents 

did not go unanswered. In fact, three southern Whigs joined 

Benton in delivering the major speeches against ratification. 

Spencer Jarnagin of Tennessee believed the treaty to be a 

"fraud" introduced by the unpopular Tyler to "bamboozle 

the American people in the approaching Presidential election." 

He scoffed at the thesis that the British had forced annexation 

on the United States and, echoing Benton, berated the admin-

istration for Ignoring Everett's dispatches. Another 

southern Whig, John M. Berrien of Georgia, saw the treaty 

7 
McDuffie, Sevier, and Walker's speeches can be found 

in ibid., 529~33» 557-60, 5^8-57> respectively. For Walker 
see also H. Donaldson Jordon, "A Politician of Expansion: 
Robert J. Walker," Mississippi Valley Historical Review 19 
(1932)*362-81; James E. Winston, "Robert J. Walker, Annexationist," 
Texas Review 2 (1917):293-312. 
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as detrimental to the interests of the South. Berrien, 

espousing Walker's safety-valve thesis, opposed ratification 

because the addition of Texas to the Union would ultimately 

cripple the southern states by leading to the abolition of 

slavery. The debate on ratification was brought to a close 

by Virginian William Archer's speech. As chairman of the 

Committee on Foreign Relations, Archer had studied the 

treaty and its documents quite carefully before concluding 

the pact unworthy of Senate approval. The Senator found 

Duff Green's British fears unsubstantiated, Calhoun's 

Pakenham letter "revolting," the administration's promise 

to protect Texas unconstitutional, and Tyler's cajolery 

for annexation uncalled for. In closing, Archer took up the 

"Now or Never"argument advanced by the treaty's supporters: 

If, then, this was decided to be the election presented 
to us—annexation in the circumstances of^this_treaty— 
by this treaty now, or annexation never--if this were 
truly the real question—now or never, was there room 
for hesitation? No! The loud exclamation! Let it go 
out from this hall—resound through this land--rever-
berate from Texas—Never! oh, never!8 

On 8 June 1844, after Archer completed his speech, the 

Senate voted on the ratification question. Contrary to the 

guarantees given Texas by Upshur before his death, that 

two-thirds of the Senate favored annexation, the treaty was 

overwhelmingly rejected. The vote was sixteen in favor 

of ratification, thirty-five opposed, and one--E. A. Hannegan 

O 

For the speeches of Jarnagin, Berrien, and Archer 
see Congressional Globe, 28 Cong., 1 Sess., Appendix, 13'-
682-F97 701-04, 693-96, respectively. 
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of Indiana—not voting. Politics rather than sectional 

considerations guided the senators' votes. Of the sixteen 

affirmative ballots, all tut one--John Henderson's of Miss-

issippi—were cast by Democrats. Of the thirty-five negative 

votes, twenty-eight were from Whigs while only seven came 

from Democrats. These seven hostile Democrats were all 

Van Buren supporters, upset over their candidate's rejection 

at the Baltimore convention. Led by Benton, the remaining 

six members of this faction were from free states and included 

Silas Wright of New York, John M. Niles of Connecticut, 

John Fairfield of Maine, Charles Atherton of New Hampshire, 

Benjamin Tappan and William Allen of Ohio. They all favored 

annexation in general but found the administration's motives 

behind the treaty reprehensible. In communicating the 

unfavorable vote to Houston, the Texan representatives 

Van Zandt and Henderson correctly explained that "the 

question of the annexation of Texas to this Government has 

become strictly a party question between the democrats 
9 

and whigs 

^The vote on the treaty can be found in ibid., p. 652. 
For a good analysis of this vote see Niles 66 (June 15> 1844) , 
p. 241. As early as 13 May 184-4-, James Buchanan predicted 
that at least six Democrats would oppose the Tyler treaty. 
Buchanan to Mrs. James J. Roosevelt, 13 May 1844, James 
Buchanan, The Works of James Buchanan, ed.. John Bassett Moore, 
12 vols. (1908-1911; reprint ed., New York: Antiquarian 
Press, I 9 6 0 ) , 6S2-3. The quote can be found In Van Zandt 
and Henderson to Jones, 10 June 1844, Garrison,ed., Diplomatic 
Correspondence of Texas, vol. 2 , pp. 284--85- For a similar 
statement see Henderson to Rusk, 12 June 1844, Thomas J. Rusk 
Papers. 
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A number of factors contributed to the decisive Senate 

rejection of the treaty. First, the administration was 

unable to convince most senators that Britain's Texas 

policy was a real threat to American security. The treaty's 

opponents believed, as did Senator George Evans of Maine, 

that the treaty "was designed purely and solely to make 

Tyler president once more," not to combat threatening 

British diplomacy. Whigs and Van Buren Democrats feared 

that ratification would bolster Tyler's, or worse, Calhoun's 

prestige in the nation. Second, there was a distaste for 

Tyler's method of bringing about the treaty. The pact's 

enemies criticized the secrecy surrounding the document, the 

promises of military protection to Texas, the suspicions of 

Duff Green, and Calhoun's impolitic correspondence accompanying 

the treaty. Third, the treaty's terms also sparked criticism. 

Many senators refused to assume the Texas debt as provided 

in the treaty. Others like Benton, chided the pact for its 

lack of a defined and just boundary. Still others lamented 

that the document failed to limit slavery in Texas. And 

lastly, Whig annexationists were unwilling to break party 

ranks during an election year and vote for ratification. 

Believing that a Clay victory over Polk was certain, they 

decided to follow party dictates and oppose annexation, thus 

keeping themselves open to patronage offers in 18^5- Tyler's 
10 

treaty fell victim to the combined influence of these factors. 

lOpor the Evans quote see Evans to Anson Jones, 9 June 19^, 
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The Senate's rejection of the treaty did not lessen 

Tyler's ardor for annexation. Rather than accept the upper 

chamber's decision, the President counterattacked with a 

different strategy. On 10 June he sent the House of Repre-

sentatives the treaty and its accompanying documents, along 

with a message urgingthat the representatives embody the 

pact's terms in a joint resolution. Ever since October, 

18^3, Tyler had promised the Houston government that if 

the treaty met defeat in the Senate, he would ask Congress 

to pass an annexation resolution. Though Tyler thought the 

treaty to be the most expedient path to annexation, he had 

few qualms about pushing for a congressional resolution to 

effect the same goal. The President did, however, realize 

that expansion via a joint resolution was unprecedented 

and thus subject to constitutional criticism. But, on the 

other hand, a joint resolution would require only a simple 

majority of both houses of Congress to become law. In 

his message to the House he again emphasized the national 

character of annexation and stressed that European interference 

beyond the Sabine would increase should annexation fail. 

Shortly after the House received the administration's annexation 

package, Secretary Calhoun informed the Texan government that 

in Gambrell, Anson Jonest The Last President of Texas, p.336. 
See also John Niles to Welles, Gideon Welles Papers; 
National Intelligencer, 10 June, 2 July 18^; Niles 67 
(September 1^, 18̂ 4-), p. 19 for a quote by Anson Jones; 
Smith, Annexation of Texas, pp. 27o-79* 
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a congressional resolution, in light of the Democracy's 

stand on annexation, had a good chance for passage. The 

South Carolinian predicted that the representatives would 

11 

act with haste on the administration's request. 

The House did not move as fast as Calhoun predicted. 

In fact, all of the annexation excitement that occurred in 

the closing days of the first session of the Twenty-eighth 

Congress took place in the Senate. Indeed, two days after 

the treaty's defeat, "leather lungs" Benton introduced his 

own Texas hill. The Missourian formulated his resolution 

after studying the numerous arguments against the defeated 

treaty. His hill authorized the President (not Tyler) to 

open new annexation negotiations with Texas and Mexico. 

To avoid war, the boundary between Texas and Mexico was 

to be adjusted and Mexican consent to annexation secured, 

before any new annexation treaty was signed. Also, Texas 

was to be admitted as a state no larger than the largest 

state in the Union. The remaining territory, designated 

in the bill as the Southwest Territory, was to be divided 

equally into slave and free land. Reaction to Benton's 

bill was swift. Tom Ritchie's Richmond Enquirer labeled 

it "a disgraceful trick and humbug" aimed at subverting 

11 
The President's message can be found in Congressional 

Globe, 28 Cong., 1 Sess., 13s662-63; the documents accom-
panying the message are in House Documents, no. 271 (28 Cong., 
1 Sess.), serial set kkk, pp. 1-110; Calhoun to Tilgham 
Howard, Manning,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of the 
United States, vol. 12, pp. 7^-75. 
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annexation "by requiring Mexico's consent. Jackson tagged 

the resolution a "disgrace to the United States and an 

insult to Texas" for the same reason. Only Francis Blair 

publicly praised the hill, claiming it to he a hig improvement 

12 
over the Tyler treaty. 

Four days after Old Bullion delivered his speech, 

George McDuffie, a senator from South Carolina and a close 

friend of Calhoun, rose to defend a hill he had introduced 

earlier. His hill simply embodied the terms of the defunct 

Texas treaty in a joint resolution. In defense of his 

resolution, the Senator argued that the Senate was not the 

sole judge of national issues and that the President had 

every right to refer the annexation issue to the House. 

He told his colleagues that the annexation question had not 

been disposed of hy their actions. He then directed his 

oration to Benton. He said that Benton's attacks killed 

the treaty, hut "a ghost is sometimes more terrible than 

a living man." Murdered Caesar appeared to the leading 

conspirator against him and said, "I will meet thee again, 

at Philippi!" McDuffie continued; "And, Mr. President, if 

the ghost of this treaty...should present itself here, to 

1 9 
For Benton's hill and his speech introducing it to 

the Senate see Congressional Globe, 28 Cong., 1 Sess., 
13s653-57» 660-61. For comments on the bill see Richmond 
Enquirer, 14, 16 June 1844; Jackson to Blair, 26 July, 
15 August 1844, Blair Family Papers; Washington Globe, 
10 June 1844. An additional positive comment on the resolution 
can be found in John Fairfield to his wife, 9 June 1844, 
John Fairfield Papers, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C. 
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haunt the midnight couch of any senator, to whom could It 

exclaim with more propriety than the honorable senator from 

Missouri, 'Et tu Brute!'" The South Carolinian also charged 

his colleague with being condescending and schoolmasterish 

with the Senate. McDuffie closed by suggesting that the 

Missourian's Texas stand had alienated him from the Democratic 
13 

party and had endeared him in the hearts of the Whigs. 

Benton's reply was just as personal and cutting as 

McDuffie's speech had been. With the galleries of the Senate 

filled to capacity, the man from Missouri referred to McDuffie 

as one of many "neophyte" plants in the Texas garden. 

These new Texas plants, claimed Benton, were in actuality 

"noxious and poisonous weeds" for they have entered the 

garden "as the serpent did Eden, with deceit in the face 

and death in the heart." He suggested that these "neophytes" 

hoped to use Texas to fuel the flames of disunion and 

sectionalism: "Under the pretext of getting Texas into the 

Union, the scheme is to get the South out of it." According 

to Old Bullion, Tyler and his extremist friends wanted to 

create a new confederacy that would stretch "from the Atlantic 

to California." Every circumstance, he charged, had been 

carefully controlled to achieve this ends 

Congressional Globe, 28 Cong., 1 Sess., Appendix, 
13s589-90. For a discussion of McDuffie's earlier Texas 
position see Richard Stenburg, "George McDuffie of South 
Carolina," unpublished manuscript, pp. 102-06, Eugene 
C. Barker Texas History Center, Austin, Texas. 
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A secret and intriguing negotiation, concealed from 
Congress and the people: an abolition quarrel picked 
with Great Britain to father an abolition quarrel at 
homes a slavery correspondence to outrage the Norths 
war with Mexico: the clandestine concentration of troops 
and ships in the southwests the secret compact^with the 
President of Texas, and the subjection of American 
forces to his commands the flagrant seizure of the purse 
and the sword The whole annexed country is to be 
admitted as one territory, with a treaty promise to be 
admitted as States; when we all know that Congress alone 
can admit new States, and the treaty promise, without a 
law of Congress to back it, is void. The whole to be 
slave States and the correspondence, which is the key 
to the treaty, and shows the design of its framers, 
wholly directed to the extension of slavery and the 
exasperation of the North. What else could be done 
to get up Missouri controversies, and made sure of the 
non-admission of these States? Then the plot is 
consummated; and Texas without the Union, sooner than 
the Union without Texas receives its practical appli-
cation in the secession of the South, and its adhesion 
to the rejected Texas. 

Benton concluded by approaching McDuffie's desk and vowing 

that if he found himself at Philippi, he would not, like 

Brutus, fall upon his sword. Rather, he would save it "for 

the hearts of the traitors who appear in arms against their 

country." As he said this, he struck a massive blow on the 

South Carolinian's desk. Returning to his seat, Benton 

shook the hand of John Quincy Adams, who had witnessed the 

exchange, uttering to his old enemy: "We are too old for 

revolutionary schemes--we must stand by the Constitution 

1U-
and the Union." 

^Congressional Globe. 28 Cong., 1 Sess., Appendix, 
13:607-11. Eyewitness accounts of Benton's speech can be 
found in Blair to Jackson, 7 July l8^k, Bassett.ed., 
Correspondence of Jackson, vol. 6, p. 301; Adams, Memoirs, 
vol. 12, p. 56-
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Despite "the oratorical flourish, "the Senate, along 

strict party lines, voted to table "both McDuffie's and 

Benton's Texas resolutions. Two days later, on 17 June 18^4, 

Congress adjourned. The annexation question had been left in 

a state of suspended animation, to be decided by the outcome 

of the election of 18^4.^ 

Congress's adjournment found the election campaign 

well under way. In the campaign Polk and the Democracy 

endeavored to make expansionism the leading issue while 

Clay and the Whigs sought to emphasize domestic issues. 

Owing to the intense national interest generated by the 

annexation question, the Democratic strategy proved more 

successful. Much to Clay's misfortune, expansionism in 

general, and Texas annexation in particular, became the 

central issues in the campaign. Nowhere was the ideological 

rift between the two parties so wide. The Democratic platform 

declared openly for the "reannexation of Texas" while Clay's 

"Raleigh Letter" came out solidly against the acquisition 

of the Republic. The American electorate as well as leading 

politicians understood that the fate of annexation hung in 

the electoral balance. Daniel Webster simplified the issues 

stating: "It is either Polk and Texas or neither Polk nor 

Texas." Cassius M. Clay, one of Henry's abolitionist 

kinsmen, declared! "On one side, Polk, slavery, and Texas, 

"Washington Globe, 15 June 1844; Adams, Memoirs, 
vol. 12, p. 57-
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and on the other, Clay, Union, and liberty." The delegates 

to the Massachusetts Whigs convention perhaps summarized 

it "bests "If Clay is elected President, Texas never will 

he annexed to the United States—whilst if Polk is elected, 

it will "be annexed immediately." With the stakes so high, 
16 

both sides mobilized for the ensuing campaign. 

Polk's campaign manager, Robert Walker, realized that 

if the Democracy were to have a chance in November, that 

Tyler would have to be persuaded to drop his third party 

candidacy. Walker feared that Tyler's few supporters would 

divide the annexation vote in key states, preventing a 

Democratic victory. The President, anxious to promote 

annexation by ensuring Polk's election, was aware of the 

danger. After the Democratic convention, he sought an 

honorable way to drop out of the campaign. Finally, through 

the efforts of Jackson, Tyler agreed to withdraw from the 

race. In return, Jackson promised the President that Polk, 

if elected, would not purge his appointees from office, that 

the Globe would stop its vicious attacks on the administration, 

and that the Democracy would welcome Tyler and his supporters 

back into the"party fold. Tyler made his decision public on 

10 August 1844; immediately, the Madisonian declared for 

"Polk and Texas." A month later, Tyler, hoping to show 

Jackson his gratitude and to Improve American relations with 

l6For the Webster quote see Smith, Annexation of Texas, 
p. 297; for Clay's, Washington Globe, 6 September 1844; for the 
Massachusetts Whig Convention, Boston Recorder, 3 November 1844, 
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the Houston administration, dispatched Old Hickory's nephew, 

Andrew Jackson Donelson, to Texas as the new American charge. 

The President believed that a Jackson relative in Texas 

17 

could only help annexation's chances. 

The Polk campaign not only had to worry about Tyler, 

"but it also had to prevent defections from within party 

ranks. Small "but vocal Democratic factions in both the 

South and the North threatened to disrupt party unity. In 

the South Robert Barnwell Rhett of South Carolina and a 

handful of his fire-eating supporters, advocated the convening 

of a southern convention. At the convention southern 

delegates would declare for annexation and tariff reform, 

threatening disunion if their demands were not met. Polk 

and his advisers sought to head-off this so-called Bluffton 

Movement, fearing such extremism would fragment the party 

"^For the various overtures to Tyler to drop out of the 
race see Tyler, The Letters and the Times of the Tylers, 
vol. 2, pp. 337-4-9; Jackson to Polk, 26 July 1844, Jackson 
to William Lewis, 1 August 184-4-, Tyler to Jackson, 18 August 
1844, Jackson to Blair, 29 August 184-4-, all in Bassett,ed., 
Correspondence of Jackson, vol. 6, pp. 303-04-, 306-08, 315> 
317-18. Tyler's explanation for withdrawing from the_race 
can be found, in Tyler to My Friends Throughout the Union, 
20 August 184-4-, in Washington Madisonian, 20 August 184-4-; 
see also Tyler to Alexander Gardiner, 11 July 184-6, Tyler, 
The Letters and the Times of the^Tylers, vol. 2, pp. 3^1-k2. 
Tyler's organ came out for Polk immediately after the President 
withdrew his candidacy, Madisonian, ̂ .21, 22, 23, 30 August 1844. 
For Donelson's appointment as charge to Texas see Calhoun 
to Donelson, 18 June 1844, Andrew Jackson Donelson Papers, 
Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.; Calhoun to Donelson, 
16 September 1844, Calhoun, Correspondence of John C. Calhoun, 
ed. Jameson, p. 614-. An excellent study of Donelson's 
mission in Texas is Annie Middleton, "Donelson*s Mission 
in Behalf of Annexation," Southwestern Historical Quarterly 24-
(1921)1253-91. 
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in "the South. They succeeded. The movement all but disappeared 

after Calhoun, the leading southern statesman, refused to 

attend the proposed convention. Like Tyler, Calhoun had 

thrown his support behind Polk and did not want to see Young 

Hickory's chances lessened by an impulsive southerniconvention. 

In the North the New York Democracy presented problems. 

Upset over Van Buren's defeat at Baltimore, Democrats from 

the Empire State harbored a grudge against Walker, the man 

they considered responsible for orchestrating the Red Fox s 

overthrow. Since Walker was running Polk's campaign, these 

ill-feelings threatened to affect voter turn-out in the 

crucial state. Making matters worse, William Cullen Bryant 

and several other influential New York Democrats circulated 

a petition throughout the state protesting the party's 

stand on Texas. Only a strong endorsement from New York's 

leading Democrats could unite the party for Polk. Luckily, 

the Tennessean received just such an endorsement from 

Van Buren. More important, the Little Magician convinced 

Silas Wright, the darling of the state's Democracy, to run 

for governor. Polk's advisers believed that a strong state 

* O 

Charleston Mercury. 1 August-28 September 1844; 
Chauncey S. Boucher, "The Annexation of Texas and the Bluffton 
Movement in South Carolina," Mississippi Valley Historical 
Review 6 (1919)s25-33» Laura White, Robert Barnwell Rhett, 
Father of Secession (New Yorks The Century Company, 1931)» 
p__ r^_g^ See also New Orleans Picayune, 9 August 1844; 
Polk to Donelson, 26 June 1844, James K. Polk, "Letters of 
James K. Polk to Andrew J. Donelson, 1843-1848," ed. St. George 
L. Sioussat, Tennessee Historical Magazine 3 (191?)s56s 
Calhoun to Donelson, 23 August 1844, Andrew Jackson Donelson 
Papers. 
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ticket would benefit the national ticket. Wright was very 

much respected and revered in New York. His name on the 

Democratic ticket strengthened Polk s candidacy in the 

state, while his lukewarm Texas stand helped prevent a 

division over annexation. By election time, the New York 

Democracy was operating efficiently for the national ticket 

19 
and platform. 

The smoothness of party operations in the 1844 campaign 

can be attributed to the untiring efforts of Walker, who, 

according to historian Roy Nichols, was the "first national 

party chairman." Under Walker's guidance, the Democratic 

party initiated an effective propaganda campaign aimed at 

garnering support for the national ticket. In the North 

Walker circulated two documents primarily. The first was 

his famous Letter on Texas, which argued that annexation 

would lead to national "benefits and that it would alleviate 

the race problem by drawing Negroes south of the Rio Grande. 

The second propaganda tract was Polk's letter to John K. Kane, 

a Pennsylvania adherent, outlining his stand on the tariff 

question. Traditionally, the Democratic party had been in 

favor of a low tariff and the 1844 platform merely reaffirmed 

this commitment. Yet it was clear that if the party adhered 

rigidly to this principle Polk would lose votes in Pennsylvania 

19Niles 66 (August 3, 1844), p. 371; ibid. (August 31, 
1844), p. 438; New York Evening Post, 15» 16, 17 July 1844; 
Albany Argus, 2? July 1844; John A.Garraty, Silas Wright 
(New YorkY Columbia University Press, 1949)» pp. 305-07-
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and Louisiana, two fiercely high tariff states. To minimize 

this vote loss, Polk, at Walker's "behest, wrote the ambiguous 

"Kane Letter." In this letter the presidential hopeful 

expressed his commitment to the party's tariff plank but 

added that it "was the duty of the government to extend, so 

far as practical by its revenue laws and all other means 

within its power, fair and just protection to all the great 

interests of the whole Union " Because of this statement, 

Young Hickory could be portrayed in the protariff states 

as a friend of the protective tariff. The propaganda 

barrage in the South consisted of two widely circulated 

pamphlets written anonymously by Walker, entitled The South 

in Danger and To the Friends of Texas. Both leaflets argued 

that annexation was vital to the South and that Clay s 

election would guarantee the measure's defeat. Walker's 

skillful use of propaganda enabled the party to unify its 

diverse elements.^ 

The efficiency of the Democratic organization was 

unmatched by the Whigs. After Polk's nomination, most Whig 

Roy F. Nichols, The Invention of the American Political 
Parties (New York; Macmillan, 1967), pp. 356-57» Polk to John 
K. Kane, 19 June 1844, in Horace Greeley, Recollections of 
a Busy Life. .2 vols. (New York; J. B. Ford and Co., 1868), 
1.163-64; George M. Dallas to Polk, 15 December 1844, James 
K. Polk Papers; Democratic Association, [Robert Walker}, 
The South in Danger (Washington! J. Heart Printer, 1844) and 
To the Friends of Texasi the Annexation of Texas. The War 
on Texas by Henry Clav and by Mexico(Washington; 1844), 
both pamphlets can be found in Robert J. Walker Papers. 
For criticisms of Walker's campaign strategy see Anonymous 
to Polk, 4 October 1844, Samuel Medary to Polk, 9 October 
1844, both in James K. Polk Papers. 
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partisans "bubbled with confidence, believing that the relatively 

unknown dark horse from Tennessee had little chance of 

victory over the well-known Clay. In a short time this 

confidence turned into overconfidenee as the Whigs scornfully 

cried, "Who is James K. Polk?" Derision of the Democratic 

ticket was commonplace. Alluding to the fortunes of the 

Democracy as well as to the growing popularity of the polka, 

Virginian William C. Rives sardonically wrote to his wife: 

"the polk-a dance will now be the order of the day, which 

I understand is two steps backward for one in advance." 

Crittenden was one of the few Whigs who, at the outset of 

the campaign, realized that Clay would have "a great battle 

to fight." Clay soon came to the same realization. Harry 

of the West planned to meet Polk's challenge by emphasizing 

questions of internal policy. Faithful to the party's 

platform, he advocated a revenue tariff with incldential 

protective duties, a constitutional amendment to limit the 

President to a single term, restrictions on the veto power, 

distribution of the proceeds of public lands among the 

states, and a sound national currency. The Kentuckian 

hoped to ignore the volatile Texas issue, believing that 

21 
his "Raleigh Letter" made his position clear. 

pi 
Rives to Mrs. Rives, 29 May 1844, William Cabell Rives 

Papers, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.; Crittenden 
to Clayton, 17 June 1844, John Middleton Clayton Papers, 
ibid.j Clement Eaton, Henry Clay and the Art of American 
Politics (Bostons Little, Brown and Co., 1957)> PP* 172-75> 
Glydon G. Van Deusen, The Life of Henry Clay (Boston: Little, 
Brown and Co., 1937). pp. 370-71. 
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Despite his efforts to downplay Texas, Clay repeatedly 

found himself forced to speak out on annexation. Misinter-

pretation, exaggeration, and outright distortion of his 

Texas position made clarification of the "Raleigh Letter 

necessary. These misstatements came from both his friends 

and enemies. The most serious came from his cousin Cassius, 

a slaveholder turned abolitionist. During the summer and 

early fall of 1844, Cassius stumped the North for his 

kinsman, speaking on a host of issues. An analysis and 

explanation of the Old Compromiser's "Raleigh Letter" 

accompanied each speech, however. In these much publicized 

speeches, the overzealous abolitionist argued that Clay's 

antiannexation position proved beyond doubt that Henry 

leaned toward abolitionism. Cassius expected that these 

statements would bolster Clay's popularity with the antislavery 

Whigs in the North and would keep them from bolting the party 

in favor of Birney, the Liberty party candidate. Rather than 

reassure the conscience Whigs, the speeches, reprinted and 

circulated throughout the South by the Democrats, angered 

and alienated Clay's southern supporters. Before these 

disclosures, southern Whigs had tried to conciliate opinion 

in their section by saying that their candidate was for the 

acquisition of Texas but "not just yet." Now they were 

unsure of the Kentuckian's true Texas position. Clay realized 

that Cassius's impolitic statements inflicted grave damage 
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on "the party in Tennessee, North Carolina, Georgia, and even 

22 
in his own state of Kentucky. 

Clay decided to take action to soothe public opinion 

in the South. First, he sent a firm but civil letter 

to his cousin cautioning him to "be more circumspect in his 

campaign addresses and assuring him that he was neither 

an "ultra-supporter" of slavery nor an abolitionist. Second, 

he wrote two letters clarifying his Texas position. These 

so-called "Alabama Letters" were designed to counteract the 

drift to Polk occurring in the South. In the first letter 

dated 1 July 1844, the Kentuckian admitted that he had no 

personal objection to annexation but that he was unwilling 

to see it made an issue which jeopardized the Union. In 

closing he declared: "If anyone desire to know the leading 

and paramount object of my public life, the preservation 

of the Union will furnish him the key." Four weeks later, 

still concerned that his southern support was evaporating, 

he penned his second Alabama letter. Once again he commented 

that he would like to see Texas added to the Union if it 

could be accomplished "without national dishonor, without 

war, with the general consent of the States of the Union, 

and upon fair and reasonable terms." He also recommended 

22 
For Cassius Clay's views on Texas see Cassius 

Marcellus Clay, Memoirs. Writings, and Speeches (Cincinnati: 
J. Fletcher Brennan Co., 1886), pp. 80, 100-01; The Writings 
of Cassius Marcellus Clay including Speeches and Addresses, 
ed. Horace Greeley (New York: Harper and Brothers, 184-8), 
pp. 137-̂ -1. 
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that the annexation question he decided without reference to 

slavery, which was, according to him, a temporary institution. 

Texas, on the other hand, would he a "permanent acquisition 

23 

which would last as long as the globe remains." 

With his southern fences mended, Clay wrote a final 

Texas letter in September. This missive merely reiterated 

his position and proclaimed that his annexation stand had 

not changed throughout the course of the campaign. Clearly, 

the Kentuckian had espoused a moderate position on annexation, 

hoping it would appease "both southern and northern Whigs. 

The outcome of the 1844 election would tell whether his 

strategy had proven successful. Like the party he repre-
24-

sented, Clay was confident of victory. 

^Clay to Cassius Clay, 18 September 1844, in Clay, 
Memoirs, Writings and Speeches, pp. 101-02; see also Clay to 
Joshua Giddings, 21 September 1844, Joshua Giddings-George W. 
Julian Papers, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C. For 
Clay's "Alabama Letters" see Clay to Stephen F. Miller, 
1 July 184-4, in National Intelligencer, 8 August 1844; 
Clay to Thomas Peters and John Jackson, 2? August 1844, 
in Niles 66 (August 31» 1844), p. 4-39- Clay restated his 
Texas stand in Clay to Rives, 19 August 184-4, William Cabell 
Rives Papers. For a good discussion of Clay's Texas position 
in 1844 see George R. Poage, Henry Clay and the Whig Party 
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1936), 
pp. 14-6-48; William Joseph Teague, "An Appeal to Reasons 
Daniel Webster, Henry Clay, and Presidential Politics, 
1836-1848" (Ph.D. dissertation, North Texas State University, 
1977), pp. 236-63. 

2 If 
Clay to the Editors of the National Intelligencer, 

23 September 184-4, in Intelligencer, 1 October 1844. 
In addition see Clay to Giddings, 11 September 184-4, in 
George W. Julian, The Life of Joshua R. Giddings (Chicago: 
A. C. McClurg and Co., 1892), pp^ 164-65; New York Tribune, 
31 August 1844; Rives to Clay, 15 July 184-4, William Cabell 
Rives Papers. 
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As "the campaign entered its final weeks, it became 

evident that the vote would "be close. And indeed it was. 

Polk squeaked to victory, winning 170 electoral votes to 

Clay's 105, hut out of 2,700,560 votes cast, Young Hickory 

received 28,267 more than did the man from Ashland. 

The London Times heralded Polk's election as "the triumph 

of everything that is worst over everything that is best 

in the United States." Clay lost the South with the exception 

of North Carolina, Kentucky, and Tennessee. Undoubtedly, 

his "Alabama Letters" prevented defeat in these states. 

But his fatal loss was in the states of Pennsylvania and 

New York. In the Keystone State the Whigs unwisely allied 

themselves with the nativist American Republicans, solid-

ifying immigrant support for the Democracy. In addition, Polk's 

"Kane Letter" convinced many Pennsylvanians that they could 

safely vote for Polk since he favored "reasonable incidental 

protection." In the Empire State Clay's Texas stand cost 

him the election. There the political balance was held by 

the abolitionists, who voted for Birney, the Liberty party 

candidate. They did so because Clay equivocated on annexation 

and attempted to separate the issues of slavery"and Texas 

in his "Alabama Letters." Polk won New York by only 5»1°6 

votes, while Birney polled 15,81^. Had it not been for 

Birney's strong showing in New York and his ability to 



210 

attract the votes of antislavery Whigs, Clay might have 

25 
beaten his Democratic opponent. 

The result of the election came as a shock to the 

confident Clay and to his friends. In the aftermath of the 

canvass, disappointed members of the Whig hierarchy spec-

ulated on the causes of defeat. New Yorkers Thurlow Weed 

and Philip Hone placed the blame squarely on the abolitionists, 

who, by wasting their votes on the Liberty party, catapulted 

the proslavery expansionist, James K. Polk, to the presidency. 

Clay's running mate, Theodore Frelinghuysen, and Massachusetts 

entrepreneur Abbott Lawrence argued that the foreign-born 

turned the tide against Harry of the West in the key cities 

of Philadelphia and New York, costing him the election. 

Clay, too, analyzed the outcome in a somber letter to 

Delaware Whig, John M. Claytons 

We have been defeated by a most extraordinary combination 
of adverse circumstances. If there had been no Native 
party, or if all its members had been truer to its own 
principles} or if the recent foreigners had not^been 
all united against us 5 or if the foreign Catholics 

2 % . Dean Burnham, Presidential Ballots. 1836-1892 
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1955)» PP • 27-33; Lambert, 
Presidential Politics in the United States, 1841-18^4. 
pp. 193-200; Clement Eaton. A History of the Old South, 
3d ed. (New York: Macmillan Publishing, 1975)> P* 359> 
Michael F. Holt, "The Democratic Party," in Arthur M. 
Schlesinger, Jr., ed..History of the United States Political 
Parties, k vols. (New York; Chelsea House Publishers, I973)> 
1:519? Sellers, James K. Polk, Continentialist, 18̂ -3-1846, 
pp. 160-61; Fladeland. James Gillespie Birneys Slaveholder 
to Abolitionist, pp. 23^-37> Van Deusen, The Life of Henry 
Clay, pp^ 3^7-76; Paul, Rift in the Democracy, pp. 173—77» 
Eugene H. Roseboom, A History of Presidential Elections 
(New York: Macmillan Co., 1957). PP- 133-3^. 



211 

had not "been arrayed on the other side; or if the_ 
Abolitionists had been true to their avowed principles; 
or if there had teen no frauds, we should have triumphed. 
It required the union of all these elements, conflicting 
as some of them are, to defeat us, and unfortunately 
the union existed. 

Clay refused to recognize that his own blunders on the 

Texas issue were partly responsible for his defeat. Further-

more, his domestic program had little appeal to the land-

hungry westerners and to the struggling poor. Finally, a 

naive overconfidence kept many Whigs away from the polls 

because they believed the Kentuckian had the presidency 

wrapped up. As Democrat Amos Kendall wrote to Jackson, the 

Whigs "had bet like madmen and lost their money like fools. 

While the Whigs lamented the fate of their fallen leader, 

the Democrats rejoiced. Indeed, the outlook for the Demo-

cracy seemed bright for they had recaptured the White House, 

defeating the nation's most popular Whig in the process. 

Moreover, the party had made impressive gains in the North 

Atlantic states as well as in the West and South. Democrats 

could look forward to a new administration, a new leadership, 

and a new vitality, personified by President-elect James K. Polk. 

26Barnes,ed., Life of Thurlow Weed, vol. 2, pp. 124-26; 
Glydon Van Deusen, Thurlow Weedi Wizard of the Lobby (Bostons 
Little, Brown and Co., 1947), PP- 133-36; Philip Hone, The 
Diarv of Philip Hone. 182 5-1851, ed. Allan Nevins, 2 vols. 
iNew York! Dodd, Mead, and Co., 1927), 2*719-20; Frelinghuysen 
to Clay, 9 November 1844, Clay, The Private Correspondence 
of Henry Clay, ed. Colton, pp. 495-96; Lawrence to Rives, 
17 January 1845, William Cabell Rives Papers; for the Clay 
quote see Clay to Clayton, 2 December 1844, John Middleton 
Clayton Papers; for the Kendall quote see Kendall to Jackson, 
12 November 1844, Andrew Jackson Papers, Library of Congress, 
Washington, D.C., microfilm. 
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Tyler, too, celebrated Polk's hard fought victory, proclaiming 

it a mandate for annexation. Since Polk ran on a proannexation 

platform and won the race, the lameduck President concluded 

that a majority of the American people favored the acquisition 

of Texas. To the administration, then, the election fore-

shadowed the eventual success of annexation. As a result 

of this conviction, the President waited eagerly for Congress 

to convene in December, 1844. Once again he planned to push 

for annexation but, unlike in the past, he now would have 
27 

the influence of a President-elect behind him. 

2^Van Deusen, The Jacksonian Era, pp. 189-93; Washington 
Madisonian. 12, 19 Nmi-pmhe-r 1844; New York Tribune, 12 November 1844. 



CHAPTER VIII 

CONGRESS PASSES A JOINT RESOLUTION 

On 3 December President Tyler delivered his last 

annual message to Congress. In this message the President 

renewed his plea for the passage of an annexation resolution. 

Tyler strongly "believed that the past election made the time 

right for the acquisition of Texas. According to the Chief 

Executive, Polk's victory had given him a mandate to proceed 

with annexation. Moreover, he knew that the Democracy's 

pledge to support the addition of Texas to the Union increased 

chances for annexation. He also speculated that Clay's 

unexpected defeat could influence at least a few southern 

Whigs to break party ranks and vote for Texas statehood. 

With the Democrats in control of the political patronage 

for the next four years, southern Whigs had little to lose. 

In addition, the tone of the annual message revealed that 

the President suspected time was running out on the United 

States. If the second session of the Twenty-eighth Congress 

proved unproductive, Tyler feared that Texas would be lost 

forever. 

Time, thought Tyler, was of the essence. A number of 

factors led him to believe this. Perhaps the most important 

was the intelligence received by the State Department which 

213 
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indicated that Great Britain and France planned a cooperative 

move to maintain Texas independence. This intelligence 

reached the President in the last half of 1844, while 

Congress was in recess. According to American diplomatic 

sources in Europe and Texas, the two European powers were 

working to block annexation "by inducing the Mexican government 

to recognize the Texas Republic. Once Mexico bestowed 

recognition, the Republic's security problems would be 

solved, thus erasing the need for annexation. Furthermore, 

England and France expressed a willingness to guarantee the 

boundaries of Texas if the Republic would spurn American 

annexation offers. The administration also learned that 

discussions had been held in London and Paris where the 

issuance of a formal protest against annexation, backed 

by the threat of force, had been contemplated. Though 

Britain and France decided against such a protest, Tyler 

realized that European exertions on the matter would continue. 

Eventually, one or the other would succumb to the promises 

from across the Atlantic. Whenever this happened annexation 

would then be a lost opportunity. Consequently, the admin-

istration took up the crys "Annexation now, or annexation 

1 
neverL" 

"'"Everett to Calhoun, 18 May 1844, William R. King 
LAmerican minister to France 1 to Calhoun, 13, 31 July, 
15 November, 31 December 1844, Calhoun to King, 12 August 
1844, Manning,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of the United 
States, vol. 7, pp. 259-6O, vol. 6, pp. 535-37, 538-40, 
542-45, 441-48. For good secondary discussions of British 
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Another factor prompting the administration's annexation 

push in its final days in office was a gripping uncertainty 

on where the Texas government stood on the question. In 

December, 18*14, Sam Houston's second presidential term 

expired and he was succeeded by his former Secretary of 

State, Anson Jones. Tyler had always believed Houston to 

be a clever enemy of annexation, who was forced into accepting 

the American offer by a proannexation Congress and populace. 

Jones, the President suspected, shared the Raven's hostility 

to joining the United States. Only the overwhelming public 

opinion in favor of annexation in Texas would prevent the 

Jones government from working against the measure. But 

Tyler did not know how long this sentiment would last, 

especially in the face of British and French promises and 

and French efforts to maintain Texas independence see 
Ephraim Douglass Adams, British Interests and Activities in 
Texas, 1838-1846 (1910; reprint ed. , Gloucester; Peter Smith, 
1963), pp. 1S9-9Ii Henry Blumenthal, A Reappraisal of Franco-
American Relations, 1830-1871 (Chapel Hill: University of 
North Carolina Press, 1959)» pp- 34-40; France and the United 
States; Their Diplomatic Relations. 1789-1914 (Chapel Hill; 
University^of North Carolina Press, I97O), pp. 48-50; Kenneth 
Bourne, Britain and the Balance of Power in North America, 
1815-1908 (Berkeley: University of California Press, I967)> 
p_~ 121, 123-24j Wilbur Devereaux Jones, Lord Aberdeen 
and the Americas (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1958). 
pp. 34-36; The American Problem in British Diplomacy, 1841-
1861 (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1974), pp. 36-
371 208; R. A. McLemore, "The Influence of French Diplomatic 
Policy on the Annexation of Texas," Southwestern Historical 
Quarterly 43 (1940):343-47; Nancy Nichols Barker, "In Quest 
of the Golden Fleece; Dubois de Sailgny and French Intervention 
in the New^World," Western Historical Quarterly 3 (1972): 
253-55J Philip Sturges, "Great Britain and the Annexation 
of Texas" (Ph.D. dissertation, University of Utah, 1951), 
pp. 214-15, 235-36. 
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perhaps even Mexican, recognition. The President did "under-

stand thowever, that each day Congress failed to act, the 

backlash against annexation in Texas increased. Andrew 

Jackson Donelson, the American charge to Texas, warned that 

another rejection of annexation by Congress would alienate 

the Republic once and for all. The administration also 

looked with displeasure at the rapidly deteriorating American 

relations with Mexico. Tyler's advisers feared that an 

incensed Mexican government might agree to recognize the 

sovereignty of Texas merely to foil American annexation 

plans. In light of the administration's suspicions of 

Britain and France, its wariness of Jones's annexation 

position, and its worsening relations with Mexico, the rapid 

passage of an annexation resolution was perceived as absolutely 

essential. To this end, Tyler appealed for national unity 

on the annexation question in his annual message delivered 

2 
in December. 

Tyler's call for a consensus on the Texas issue fell 

on deaf ears. The lame duck Twenty-eighth Congress, instead, 

2Memucan Hunt to Calhoun, 2 October 1844, Calhoun, 
Correspondence of John C. Calhoun, ed. Jameson, pp. 973-75; 
Donelson to Calhoun, 23 November 1844, Manning, ed., Diplomatic 
Correspondence of the United States, vol. 12, p. 374-; Donelson 
to Calhoun, 24 December 1844, Andrew Jackson Donelson Papers. 
The strain in relations between the United States and Mexico 
can best be seen in the so-called Shannon-Rejon correspondence. 
Wilson Shannon was the American charge to Mexico while Manuel C. 
Rejon was the Mexican minister of foreign relations. Their 
correspondence was undiplomatic, bitter, and inflamatory. 
For all of their dispatches see House Documents, no. 19 
(28 Cong., 2 Sess.), serial set 463» PP* 1 -33• 
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divided along clear party lines throughout most of the 

annexation debates. With few exceptions, the Democrats, 

true to their platform, favored annexation while the Whigs 

opposed it. In fact, of the seventeen joint resolutions 

for annexation introduced in "both the House and Senate during 

the second session (December, 1844, to March, 1845), Whig 

congressmen sponsored only two. This heavy preponderance 

of Democratic proposals indicates that the President's 

attempts to woo the Whigs had proven unsuccessful. Indeed, 

the pull of the party was much stronger at this time than 

the combined pull of the President and the section. The 

definite political division in Congress over Texas also 

indicates that a fundamental ideological difference existed 

"between the two parties over the issue of expansion. This 

philosophical difference stemmed from the parties" diverse 

view of the Union, and it played havoc with the administration's 

efforts to pass an annexation resolution.-^ 

In theory and in practice, the Whigs were struggling to 

create a Union characterized by a dynamic federal government 

and static boundaries. They championed Clay's American 

^Joel H. Silbey, in The Shrine of Party (Pittsburgh; 
University of Pittsburgh Press, 1967J, pp. 60-62, 142-43, 
argues that in the congresses that considered the annexation 
question, 76^ of the House Democrats supported expansion 
while 8Q% of the House Whigs opposed. In the Senate, close 
to 100fo of the Democrats supported expansion while 90% of 
the Whigs opposed. For similar findings, see Thomas B. 
Alexander, Sectional Stress and Party Strengths A Study of 
Roll-Call Voting Patternsin the United States House of 
Representatives. 1836-1S60 (Nashvillet Vanderbilt Press. 
Tyby;, pp. 13, 110-13. 
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System, which emphasized the economic diversification of the 

sections, a stable currency and "banking system, protective 

tariffs, and internal improvements, in an attempt to establish 

order in a diverse country. They hoped that this economic 

nationalism would lead to the growth of a corporate Union, 

free of major sectional differences. National homogeneity 

was the Whig goal. Since the federal government could 

influence all of the states, they turned to Washington to 

initiate the legislative revolution to minimize sectional 

dissimilarities. Expansion, however, threatened the precious 

order the Whigs were trying to create "by introducing additional 

diverse elements into the country. The American march west, 

argued Clay, would merely produce more interests which would 

eventually have to be harmonized with those of the other 

sections. Daniel. Webster summed up the Whig philosophy 

when he wrote in 18W-: 

political attraction, like other attraction, is less 
and less powerful, as the parts become more and more 
distant.... Instead of aiming to enlarge its [the 
Union] boundaries, let us seek, rather, to strengthen 
its Union, to draw out its resources, to maintain and 
improve its institutions,...and then to push it 
forward in its career of prosperity and glory. 

The Whig opposition to annexation, then, derived from the 

party's aversion to expansion and its fear that such expansion 

would undermine the unity it was desperately trying to forge. 

To the Whigs, the erection of a corporate Union was more 

k 
important than the extension of the nation's borders. 

Webster's quote can be found in Webster to Bigelow, 
23 January 18^4, Webster, The Letters of Daniel Webster, 
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The Democrats, too, worked for national unity, "but, 

unlike the Whigs, they "believed an expanding Union provided 

the key to American stability. Their primary goal was to 

increase opportunity for individuals. According to Democratic 

philosophy, the best way to do this was to strike out at 

monopoly, to keep the federal government strictly limited 

so as not to infringe on personal liberties, and to assuage 

the real differences between the sections by allowing them 

to pursue their own interests within the national system. 

Whereas the Whigs strove to create one economy, one people, 

one nation, the Democrats, on the other hand, were content 

with the heterogeneous nature of the Union. They emphasized 

the freedom of the individual, not the creation of a corporate 

man. Consequently, the increased diversity arising from 

territorial expansion failed to bother Democrats. On the 

contrary, they believed that expansion would increase the 

opportunity for land ownership and, at the same time, 

protect American freedoms for future generations. With the 

guarantees of the constitution secured in this way in every 

ed. Van Tyne, pp. 292-9^. Similar statements from Whig poli-
ticians can be found in the Congressional Globe, 28 Cong., 
2 Sess., Appendix 1^856, 356. See also Clay's "Alabama 
Letters" cited in the previous chapter. In addition, see 
Major L. Wilson, Space. Time, and Freedom? The Quest for 
Nationality and the Irrepressible Conflict, 1815-1861 
(Londons Greenwood Press, 197*0. pp. 113-16; Glyndon Van Duesen, 
"The Whig Party," in Schlesinger, Jr., ed., History of the 
United States Political Parties, vol. 1, pp.~333-63» Nolan 
Fowler, "The Anti-Expansionistic Argument in the United 
States Prior to the Civil War" (Ph.D. dissertation, University 
of Kentucky, 1955). pp. 89-120, 137-47, 189-90, 2̂ -8-57, 
557-82, 731-32. 
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section, American unity would result. Manifest Destiny, 

then, was the Democratic alternative to the American System. 

The party's rallying behind the acquisition of Texas resulted 

from its expansionist philosophy. 

Throughout the second session of the Twenty-eighth 

Congress, the philosophical differences between the parties 

guided the annexation debate. In fact, the tone and substance 

of the congressional discussions changed perceptively from 

the ratification debates in the first session to the debates 

over a joint resolution in the second. The Whigs ceased 

attacking Tyler and Calhoun's motives for annexation and 

instead attacked the expansionist arguments of the Democracy. 

The Democrats responded in kind, assailing the Whig position. 

During the second session, the Texas debate centered upon 

three issues: the constitutionality of annexation, the 

expediency of acquiring Texas, and the impact the measure 

would have on slavery and sectionalism. 

The constitutional issue revolved around the question 

of whether the constitution empowered Congress to admit 

a foreign nation into the Union by a joint resolution. 

Tyler and the Democrats, of course, believed it did. To 

justify their position, they pointed to Article IV, Section 

3> of the constitution, which reads: "New States may be 

. Space, Time, and Freedom: The Quest for Nationality 
~2 _.e Irrepressible .Conflict, pp. 107-12, ll"E; Edward Pe ssen, -

Mew Perspectives on Jacksonian Parties and Politics (Boston: 
Allyn and Bacon, 1969;, pp. l40-57. 
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admitted by the Congress into the Union." The Democrats 

realized that the use of this article to annex a foreign 

state was unprecedented. In the past it had only been 

employed to authorize the formation of new states from 

territory already part of the national domain. But annex-

ation's proponents argued that the article was broad and 

all inclusive; it contained no stipulated restriction that 

would prohibit annexation. Though Tyler and the Democrats 

were strict constructionists on most issues, in this instance 

they were willing to expand the interpretation of this 

clause to enable Congress to admit Texas. 

The Whigs screamed foul, arguing that the "new state" 

clause only applied to states carved out of American territory, 

not foreign land. They charged that the annexation of Texas 

by a joint resolution would be an assault on the constitution 

and would pave the way for future expansionst attempts. 

According to the Whigs, the Senate and the Executive had 

exclusive jurisdiction over foreign affairs. Since the Texas 

Republic had been recognized by Washington as a sovereign 

nation, any annexation agreement with the Republic must be 

in the form of a treaty, similar to the one overwhelmingly 

rejected in June, 1844. If the House of Representatives 

£ — 
Most of the Democrats who spoke in favor of annexation 

emphasized the constitutional aspects of the question. For 
statements from House Democrats on this question see Congressional 
Globe, 28 Cong., 2 Sess., Appendix, 14:42, 86-87, 102-03. 
109-10, 122-23, 184-87, 301-03. For similar statements made 
in the Senate see ibid., pp. 230-31, 23^-36, 323-24, 407-08. 
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chose to resurrect a "diplomatic" issue laid to rest by the 

Senate, as Tyler and the Democrats proposed, then the checks 

and "balances of the constitution would "be subverted. The 

Whigs challenged that the precedent would "be established 

for the subjection of American foreign relations to the 

approval of both houses of the national legislature. Worse 

yet, a dangerous precedent would then exist for the reversal 

of United States foreign policy by a simple majority of 

Congress. William Rives of Virginia eloquently asked: "What 

would it profit us should we gain Texas, if thereby we lost 

our regard for that sacred instrument [the constitution^ 

which was the bond of our national union, the pledge and 

palladium of our liberty and happiness?"' 

The ideological rift that existed between the two 

parties over the constitutional question manifested itself 

in other areas. Indeed, in questions relating to the 

expediency of annexation, Democrats and Whigs maintained 

divergent expectations. As in the ratification debates of 

the previous session, Democrats again emphasized the economic 

benefits that would befall the nation after annexation. 

Party spokesmen repeated ad nauseum that the acquisition of 

Texas would expand domestic markets and would protect the 

precious American cotton monopoly. Senator James Buchanan of 
7 

For statements from House Whigs advancing this view 
see ibid., pp. 56, 71-72, 78-79, 296-98, 37^-75- For the 
Senate Whigs, ibid., pp. 327-30, 378-82, 383-84, 391-92, 
397-98. 
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Pennsylvania pointed out the diplomatic leverage that such 

a monopoly would give the United States in its dealings with 

Britain: "Give us Texas, and we should then possess all the 

valuable cotton regions of the world; and this would have 

more effect in preserving peace with England than any army 

of a hundred thousand men prepared for "battle, and a fleet 

equal to her own." Whigs scoffed at this position, arguing 

that Texas statehood would not "be the harbinger of economic 

prosperity as Democrats claimed. Whigs averred that Texas 

did not represent a vast market for American food producers 

and manufacturers. On the contrary, with its meager 150,000 

population, its government bankrupt, and its people poor, 

Texas represented a feeble market indeed. They also questioned 

the value of annexation to the so-called cotton monopoly. 

Louisiana senator Alexander Barrow pointed out that overpro-

duction of cotton, not imagined British threats, was the 

South's biggest problem. According to Barrow, cotton surpluses 

had driven prices down, creating an economic strain on 

producers. The rapid development of Texas cotton lands 

that would result from the Republic joining the Union was 

sure to perpetuate this deflationary trend. Southern 

prosperity, challenged the Whigs, depended upon limiting 
O 

cotton production, not on annexing Texas. 

®Ibid., pp. I87, 232-33» 285-87. Buchanan's statement 
can be found in Buchanan, The Works of James Buchanan, ed. 
Moore, vol. 6, p. 101. For the Whig rebuttal to the economic 
arguments of the Democrats see Congressional Globe, 28 Cong., 
2 Sess., 14s335-38, 392-93-
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Slavery and Its extension also loomed as a major issue 

in the Texas debates. On this question, at least, the two 

parties shared a mutual caution. Both were especially 

careful not to make wild criticisms of the peculiar insti-

tution for fear of alienating their southern partisans. 

Democrats did, however, split along sectional lines on slavery 

and annexation. Northern Democrats generally favored annexation, 

hut wanted to see the states carved from Texas equally 

divided between slave and free. Such a compromise would 

preserve the sectional balance in the Senate and protect 

party unity. Southern Democrats, on the other hand, were 

unwilling to support this compromise. Quite frankly, they 

were running scared. They wanted all of Texas open to slavery. 

She growing abolitionist movement in the North, the growing 

economic and political strength of the free states, the 

increased discussion of slavery and the gag resolution in 

Congress, and the rumored British plot to abolitionize the 

South, convinced many southern Democrats that their peculiar 

institution was In jeopardy. Representative Robert Barnwell 

Rhett, a South Carolina fire-eater, commented that before 

1844, the South had been apathetic towards annexation. But, 

speaking in January, 1845, he blamed the abolitionists for 

disturbing the southern tranquillity! "You [the abolitionists] 

have rendered Texas, in the southern mind, necessary to 

insure it £ slavery]; and now, after creating the necessity 

for annexation, will you deny us the acquisition?" Before 
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3-ny joint resolution could be maneuvered, through Congress, 

this question would have to he answered to the satisfaction 

of all Democrats. The Democracy had to decide whether 

petty sectional differences would be allowed to stand in the 

way of annexation. The Whigs, except for a few extremists 

such as Joshua Giddings of Ohio, generally ignored the 

sectional implications of annexation.^ 

If the constitutional, economic, and sectional questions 

were not enough to consider, Congress also had to grapple 

with the Texas boundary, the American obligation to Mexico, 

and whether or not to assume the Texas debt. When Congress 

convened in December, 1844, Democrats felt confident that 

a majority of the electorate backed annexation. Despite 

this confidence, Democrats doubted their chances of passing 

an annexation resolution through the lame duck Twenty-eighth 

Congress. The time was short (session was scheduled to end 

in March, 184-5), the Whig opposition determined, and the 

issue too complex for such a hasty passage, thought party 

leaders. Moreover, a party conference held in December 

indicated that while most Democrats favored annexation, 

representatives and senators were unable to agree on the 

specifics of a Texas bill. Whigs, too, predicted defeat 

9 ' ^ 1 

Ibid., Appendix, 141133-34, 158, 213-15, 86-90. For 
the quote from Rhett see ibid., pp. 145-46. See also ibid. 
Appendix, 13*704-08, 14:316, 343-46, 375_77> James Brewer 
Stewart, Joshua R. Giddingst And the Tactics of Radical 
££±i|^cs^(Cleveland^ Press of Case Western Reserve Univ-
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for annexation in this session. Senator Crittenden expressed 

confidence that the Whig majority in the Senate would vote 

down any Texas resolution, while representative Giddings 

assured John Quincy Adams that forty Democrats would join 

the Whigs in crushing any proposition in the House. Amid 

the prevailing pessimism, the Democrats, once Congress 

convened, were determined to take annexation as far as time 

10 

and their support would permit. 

Only a week after the session opened, Texas became an 

issue in the Democratic controlled House of Representatives. 

Unlike Giddings, who predicted defeat for any annexation 

resolution, Calhoun "believed that a Texas "bill had a "fair 

chance" in the lower chamber. History would prove Calhoun's 

observation the more accurate. In a six-week period, ten 

annexation resolutions were introduced and considered. The 

first came from Pennsylvanian Charles J. Ingersoll, chairman 

of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs. On 12 December 1844, 

he moved a resolution that would make the abortive Tyler 

treaty of the preceding April the "law of the land." Few 

representatives gave this measure any chance of becoming 

law because it was too closely tied to an unpopular President 

and because it did not address the boundary and slavery issues. 

Furthermore, many questioned the constitutionality of the 
10 
Lewis to Jackson, 21 December 1844, Andrew Jackson 

Papers; Crittenden to Barnley, 28 December 1844, John J. 
Crittenden Papers; Adams, Memoirs, vol. 12, p. 133; Smith, 
Annexation of Texas, pp. 324-25. 
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House passing in legislative form the terms of a treaty 

11 

repudiated "by the Senate. 

A week later, J. B. Weller, a Democrat from Ohio, 

introduced a "bill embodying many of the treaty's provisions 

in a more subtle and abbreviated form. Weller's plan 

provided that Texas enter the Union as a territory, that 

her public lands be used to pay her debt, and that a commission 

be appointed to adjust her boundary with Mexico. Like 

Ingersoll's resolution, the question of slavery was left 

open. On 23 December, Democrat Stephen A. Douglas of Illinois 

rose and presented his own annexation plan. In most details 

his bill was similar to Weller's but added that the United 

States was obligated, under the Louisiana Purchase treaty 

of 1803, to receive the inhabitants of Texas. As a token 

compromise to his fellow northern Democrats, Douglas 

proposed the extension of the Missouri Compromise line to 

include Texas. Eight days later, J. W. Tibbatts, a Kentucky 

Democrat, moved a resolution based upon the same Louisiana 

treaty. The Kentuckian's bill, however, called for Texas 

to enter the Union as a state no larger than the largest 

11 
Calhoun to Clemson, 27 December 1844, Calhoun, 

Correspondence of John C. Calhoun, ed. Jameson, p. 634; 
for the terms of Ingersoll's bill see Congressional Globe. 
28 Cong., 2 Sess., 14s26-27« A good article that outlines 
the various bills introduced in both the House and Senate 
is Sarah E. Lewis, "Digest of Congressional Actions on the 
Annexation of Texas, December 1844- to March 1845," Southwestern 
Historical Quarterly 50 (1947):251-68; see also Merk, Slavery 
and the Annexation of Texas, pp. 124-26, 152-54, or Smith, 
Annexation of Texas, pp. 323-34. 
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state with the remaining land to become the "Southwest 

Territory." His hill also provided for the extension of 

the 36°30' line.12 

These four Democratic resolutions came up for debate in 

early January, 18^5 • Shortly before the debate commenced, 

the Democratic caucus held two closed door meetings in an 

attempt to unite the party behind one of the bills. The 

caucus was unable to decide which bill to support and, as 

a result, agreed to allow each resolution to reach the House 

floor for debate. This strategy would enable the various 

plans to stand or fall by their own merits. As the floor 

fight began, it became obvious that a majority of the 

representatives supported annexation in general. But when 

it came to the specifics to be embodied in a resolution, 

the representatives seemed hopelessly divided. To make 

matters worse, in January six additional Texas bills were 

introduced, further dividing attention and taking up precious 

debating time. Five of these proposals came from Democrats, 

who continued to work feverishly to formulate a resolution 

capable of securing a majority. The resolution that received 

the most attention, however, was submitted on 13 January by 

Milton Brown, a Whig from Tennessee.1-^ 

12 
For Weller's bill see Gongressional Globe, 28 Cong., 2 Sess., 

1^:^85 for Douglas's bill, ibid.,65-66; for Tibbatt's, ibid., 76. 

"^Brown to Polk, 29 December 1844, 1 January 1845, 
James K. Pflk Papers. The five Democratic resolutions 
introduced in January, 1845, came from J. E. Belser of 
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Brown's bill was especially appealing to the Democrats 

"because it came from a southern Whig—a Whig who had "broken 

party ranks to support annexation. This fact alone made it 

a tremendous propaganda tool. The Democrats hoped to use 

the Tennessean's measure to attract the votes of other 

Whigs in the House and, more importantly, of Whigs in the 

Senate. Democrats realized that to "be successful, an 

annexation resolution would have to receive at least three 

affirmative Whig votes in the Senate. A Whig measure such 

as Brown's, they concluded, had a better chance of passage 

in the upper chamber. In addition to the political attractions 

of Brown's resolution, its annexation terms were general 

enough to appeal to a majority of the representatives. It 

authorized admitting Texas as a state, with all the questions 

of boundary to be settled by the United States. It also 

stipulated that new states of "convenient size" could be 

carved from Texas provided the state give her consent. If 

this occurred, those states lying south of 36°30' were to be 

admitted to the Union with or without slavery as their 

people should desire. Lastly, the United States refused to 

assume the Texas debt. Instead, Texas was to retain her 

Alabama, J. J. McDowell of Ohio, G. C. Dromgoole of Virginia, 
E. Burke of New Hampshire, and 0. Robinson of New York. 
See Congressional Globe. 28 Cong., 2 Sess., l^i8l, 113, 107. 
1^0; Lewis, "Digest of Congressional Action on the Annexation 
of Texas," pp. 260-61. 
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public lands and the proceeds received from land sales were 
14 

to "be applied to extinguish the public debt. 

Some ten days after Brown introduced his annexation 

resolution, House Democrats held another caucus meeting. 

In this meeting they agreed to throw their support behind 

the Whig measure. For the first time since Congress convened, 

party members believed that annexation might in fact be 

accomplished in that session. Pessimism was rapidly turning 

into optimism. On 25 January 1845, the Texas debate in the 

House of Representatives ended. According to the agenda, 

Ingersoil's resolution was scheduled for a vote sometime 

that afternoon. But, in a flury of legislative maneuverings, 

the Democrats decapitated Ingersoll's bill and appended its 

title to Brown's resolution. Shortly afterward, amid Whig 

protests, the Texas resolution reached the floor for a vote. 

The House passed the annexation bill by a surprisingly 

comfortable margin of 120 to 98. Of the 120 votes supporting 

the Brown bill, 112 were cast by Democrats (53 from free 

states, 59 from slave states) while only 8 southern Whigs 

chose to cross party lines to aid annexation. Of the 98 

opposing votes, 67 came from Whigs and 31 from free state 

Democrats. Most of the Democrats who voted against the 

annexation resolution admitted that they did so because its 
1 *5 

restrictions on slavery were not stringent enough. 

*T il 
Congressional Globe, 28 Cong., 2 Sess., I4sl29~30. 

^Ibid., 171. 190-92; Washington Globe, 25 January, 
7 February 184-55 New York Tribune, 25 January 184-5; Niles to 
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A day after its passage, the House sent the Brown 

resolution to the Senate for consideration. Annexationists 

realized that the serious challenge to Texas statehood would 

be here. Indeed, the immediate fate of annexation was in 

the hands of the same senators who soundly rejected the Texas 

treaty. As was the case in the ratification debate, two 

senate groups stood in the way of annexations the Whigs, and 

Benton and his Democratic supporters. As expected, both 

groups expressed initial opposition to the House bill. Unlike 

the treaty, however, the Brown resolution needed only a simple 

majority to become law. President Tyler and the proponents 

of annexation were determined to muster that majority in 

the Senate. To do so they needed to win the support of 

every Democratic senator and at least three Whigs. This 

proved to be no easy task. 

On 26 January the House resolution was referred to the 

Senate Foreign Relations Committee, chaired by Virginia 

Whig, Archer. The committee, made up of three Whigs and two 

Democrats, was to study the bill and make a recommendation 

to the Senate. In the meantime, the Texas debate in the 

Welles, 31 January 1845, Gideon Welles Papers; Johnson to 
Polk, 3 February 1845, James K. Polk Papers; Toombs to 
Stephens, 16 February 1845, Stephens to the Editor of the 
Federal Union, 30 August 1845, both in Ulrich B. Phillips, 
ed., The Correspondence of Robert Toombs, Alexander H. 
Stephens, and Howell Cobb in the Annual Report of^the American 
Historical Association for the year 1911. vol. 2 (Washington: 
United States Printing Office, 1913), pp. 63-64, 122-23; 
John R. Collins, "The Mexican. Wars A Study in Fragmentation," 
Journal of the West 11 (19?2)s227. 
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upper chamber continued to rage. As In the House, the 

Texas issue had surfaced in the Senate shortly after the 

session opened in December. In many ways, the annexation 

discussion resembled that of the last session. Once again, 

Senator McDuffie introduced a resolution proposing to 

resurrect the Tyler treaty in the guise of a joint resolution. 

The administration supported this measure but the Senate 

gave it a chilly reception. Benton, still convinced that 

disunion was behind the defunct treaty in whatever form, 

reintroduced his bill of the previous session. Old Bullion 

read the resolution on 11 December as a number of annex-

ationists winced at its terms, especially the provision 

requiring Mexican consent to precede annexation. It appeared 

that Benton and McDuffie were again prepared to do battle 

over annexation. At this point, neither man was willing to 

16 

compromise. 

Benton's intransigence seemed unshakeable. President-

elect Polk's representative in Washington, Cave Johnson, 

tried to soften the Senator's stand towards McDuffie's bill, 

but had no success. Jackson, too, beseeched his old friend 

to rethink his Texas stand. Old Hickory assured him that 

the Texas government would never accept the terms of his 

bill. Benton refused to budge as long as McDuffie's resolution 

^^Washington Globe, 26 January 18̂ -5? Congr essional 
Globe, 28 Cong., 2 Sess., l^ilTV 19; Benton, Thirty Years 
View, vol. 2, p. 623* 
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was his only alternative. And McDuffie was in no mood for 

compromise. He hoped to use his Texas resolution to force 

Benton to accept the treaty or appear before the country 

and Polk as hostile to annexation. Senator John Niles of 

Connecticut, a friend of Benton's, observed that Calhoun, 

McDuffie, and their friends were "using the Texas question 

to acquire an influence and ascendency ĵ sic.J in the New 

Administration." Cave Johnson explained that Calhoun thought 

he had the advantage over Benton on this issue and that he 

intended to "drive him home upon it." The Missourian was 

indeed in a precarious political predicament. He was unwilling 

to support the administration's resolution but, at the same 

time, he did not want to be responsible for the defeat of 

annexation. Consequently, he searched for an alternative 

that would lead to annexation with honor and peace and 

17 

without sectional animosity. 

In January several senators attempted to provide an 

acceptable alternative to the bills of Benton and McDuffie. 

On 7 January Niles proposed a resolution annexing Texas as 

a state no larger than the largest state already in the 

Union. The remaining land was to be administered as a 

separate territory, with slavery prohibited in its western 

"^Johnson to Polk, 12, 14, 18 December 1844, James K. 
Polk Papers; Jackson to Blair, 29 November 1844, Bassett.ed., 
Correspondence of Jackson, vol. 6, pp. 331-32? Jackson to 
DoneIson, 2 December 1844, Andrew Jackson Donelson Papers; 
Niles to Gideon Welles, 9. 15> 17> 29 December 1844, Gideon 
Welles Papers; Niles to Polk, 18 December 1844, James K. 
Polk Papers; Johnson to Polk, 18 December 1844, ibid. 
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half. Six days later, E. H. Foster, a Whig from Tennessee, 

introduced his own annexation bill. It outlined that the 

territory "properly included within and rightfully belonging 

to, the republic of Texas be erected into a new State" 

subject to the adjustment by the United States of all 

boundary questions .arising with other governments. If 

Texas consented, additional states could be formed from 

its territory, but slavery in any new state would be governed 

by an extended Missouri Compromise line. In addition, 

Texas was to retain its public lands and public debts. 

Senator William Haywood, a Democrat from North Carolina, 

presented a plan that would divide Texas into two territories, 

with each territory ultimately able to divide into as many 

as two or three states. Haywood, too, proposed the extension 

of the Missouri Compromise line. Moreover, the public lands 

and the debt of Texas were to be taken over by the United 

States. Lastly, the American government was to settle 

boundary disputes with foreign states. Annexationists 

were unable to close ranks behind any of these measures, 
1 8 

however. 

With time slipping away and Senate Democrats unable 

to unite on a Texas resolution, the chances for annexation 

before adjournment in March appeared slim. Another blow 

to the annexationist cause came on k February 18^5, when 

X 8 
Congressional Globe, 28 Cong., 2 Sess., lk*99, 12?-28, 

13^-35s Niles to Welles, 3, 31 January 1845, Gideon Welles 
Papers. 
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Archer's committee released its lengthy report on the House 

resolution. The report was little more than a Whig propaganda 

document couched in abstract and involved phrases. Its 

main argument, which the Washington Globe sarcastically 

commented took ten days to make out, was that annexation "by 

joint resolution was unconstitutional. Rather bluntly, the 

report recommended that the Senate reject the Brown resolution. 

Thus, in early February, 18^5• annexationists faced the same 

problems that had plagued their efforts in December and 

January--Whig opposition and an inability to rally behind 

a single annexation plan. Now, however, they had less than 

19 
a month to solve these problems. 7 

On 5 February, a day after the Foreign Relations Committee 

submitted its report, Benton took a major step in solving 

at least one of these problems. He amended his complicated 

Texas resolution by omitting its specific terms and replacing 

them with two general provisions. The first provision 

stipulated that Texas be annexed with "suitable extent and 

boundaries" as soon as the terms could be agreed to by Texas 

and the United States. The second provision provided a sum 

of $100,000 to be appropriated to defray the expenses of 

negotiating a new treaty. Though gone were the conditions 

and terms of his old bill, Benton expressed hope that the 

President would use the old terms as guidelines in the 

19 
^Congressional Globe. 28 Cong., 2 Sess., 14s240, 

278-82? Washington Globe. 13 February 18^5. 
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the negotiations with Texas. Old Bullion also argued that 

renewed negotiations would give Texas an opportunity to 

contribute to the provisions of annexation. He attacked 

the House resolution for it would send the Republic a list 

of dictated conditions, demands, and a deadline. His "bill, 

on the other hand, would send negotiators, who would encourage 

Texas to provide input during the formulation of an annexation 

agreement. Benton's resolution sparked mixed responses. 

Senate Democrats, except for the Calhounites, favored it 

over the House hill. Blair and Jackson also threw their 

support behind the measure. The Tyler administration, however, 

opposed it. The Madisonian labeled it a "conglomeration of 

defection and treachery" designed to preclude the acquisition 

of Texas. Calhoun agreed, observing that no annexation treaty 

could ever receive the two-thirds majority necessary for 

20 

Senate ratification. 

Benton's dramatic retreat upon the Texas issue was 

prompted by three factors. The first was that in early 

January, 184-5, the Missouri legislature adopted a set of 
20 
Congressional Globe. 28 Cong., 2 Sess., 14s24-4-4-5; 

Benton foreshadowed his intentions in Benton to Donelson, 
10 January 184-5t Andrew Jackson Donelson Papers; Washington 
Globe, 5 February 184-5; Blair to Jackson, 9 February 184-5» 
Andrew Jackson Papers; Washington Madisonian, 6 February 184-5; 
Calhoun to Donelson, 23 May 184-5, Calhoun, Correspondence 
of John C. Calhoun, ed. Jameson, p. 658; Calhoun to R. M. T. 
Hunter, 14 February 184-5, Robert M. T. Hunter, Correspondence 
of R. M. T. Hunter, 1826-1876 in the Annual Report of the 
American Historical Association for the"year 1916~ id. Charles 
Henry Ambler. 2 vols. (Washington: United States Printing 
Office, 1918), 2 s75• 
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resolutions instructing their national representatives and 

senators to work for annexation. Though Old Bullion had 

recently been reelected to the Senate by this very same 

legislature, these Texas resolutions forced him to rethink 

his annexation strategy. Secondly, the senator's personal 

friends--Donelson, Jackson, and Blair—were urging him to 

reconsider his position and to be more tractable on Texas. 

After learning of the Missouri legislature's instructions, 

Old Hickory, in a letter to Blair, stated that now was the 

proper time for Benton to return triumphantly to the ranks 

of the Democracy; 

I see Col. Benton has been instructed by his Legislature, 
which affords him an open and honorable door to put 
himself erect once more with the democracy, and I hope 
his good sense on reflection will induce him to seize 
upon it. The Col. can truly say that him and his 
constituents perfectly agree upon the reannexation of 
Texas—but his constituents differ with him on the 
conditions Texas ought to be annexed, therefore agreeing 
with them in substance he will with pleasure comply with 
their wishes.... Should he fail to do this, our friend 
Col. Benton is lost with the democracy forever. I 
regret to be compelled to say that he has lost that 
high confidence that he did possess in the democracy. 
The way hinted at and success in annexing Texas will 
again place him erect. 

Pressure from influential friends, then, also played a part 

21 in softening his annexation stand.' 

21 
The instructions from the Missouri legislature can 

be found in Senate Documents, no. k-6 (28 Cong., 2 Sess.), 
serial set ^50. Missouri was not alone in sending instructions 
to its national representatives on Texas. Other states that 
urged their representatives to work for annexation included 
Louisiana, Michigan, South Carolina, Alabama, Illinois, 
Mississippi, and New Hampshire. All of these were controlled 
by the Democrats. Whig controlled state houses generally 
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The most compelling pressure, however, did not come 

from the Hermitage or the offices of the Globe, but rather 

from James K. Polk and his emissaries. The President-elect 

was an ardent expansionist committed to the "reannexation" 

of Texas. Benton realized that if he, regardless of his 

personal principles, was responsible for the defeat of 

annexation in the Senate, his influence in the new administration 

would be minimal. And most political observers agreed. 

Senator Niles commented to Van Buren that Texas was to be 

a "test measure, a standard, by which political merits are 

to be estimated and determined" by Polk. Tom Ritchie echoed 

this sentiment, adding that cabinet appointments in Polk's 

administration were to be governed by the Texas issue. Whig 

senator Willie Mangum commented that Young Hickory talked 

of little else but "Texas, Texas, Texas!" In fact, the 

President-elect has let it be known that any Democrat who 

refuses to compromise on annexation would "be crushed." 

Perhaps Horace Greeley's New York Tribune best summed up 

Polk's exertions when it reported! 

sent instructions against annexation, as in the cases of 
Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Jersey, Rhode Island, 
Ohio, and Yermont. For comments .on the personal pressure 
Benton was receiving see Niles to Welles, 2? January 18^5. 
Gideon Welles Papers; Donelson to Jackson, 28 December 184^, 
Jackson to Lewis, 1 January 184-5, and for the quote see 
Jackson to Blair, 1 January 184-5, all in Bassett,ed., 
Correspondence of Jackson, vol. 6, pp. 3^9-50, 352, 351» 
Smith, Magnificent Missourian, The Life of Thomas Hart 
Benton, pp. 202-04-; Merk. Slavery and the Annexation 
of Texas, pp. 154—56. 
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The President-elect is the master-spirit of the Texas 
intrigue, and is concentrating his immense power and 
patronage wholly on this point. No secret is made of 
the fact that he is delaying the formation of his 
Cabinet until the Texas Question is settled with 
express reference to securing votes for Annexation.... 
There is an immense lobby influence here TWashington, D.C.I 
all for office, and of course for Texas. Mr. Polk's 
position just now gives him immense power to warp 
opinions to his liking. 

22 

Benton undoubtedly was sensitive to the desires of Polk. 

Despite Old Bullion's willingness to accommodate his 

constituents, his friends, and Polk, he vowed not to retreat 

on annexation any further than his general resolution intro-

duced in early February. With the session scheduled to close 

in four weeks, the Democratic senators had narrowed their 

choices to two resolutions, Benton's and the House's. On 

13 February Senate Democrats met after hours to discuss the 

bills and to try and reach a consensus on one of them. The 

meeting revealed that while most of the senators present 

favored the Missourian's measure, many feared that if it 

passed, the House would not have time to act upon it. The 

caucus also revealed that the House bill alone had virtually 

no chance of Senate passage. Aware of the legislative snags 
22 
Niles to Yan Buren, 30 December 1844, Martin Van Buren 

Papers; Ritchie to his daughter, 26 February 1845» Thomas 
Ritchie Papers; Mangum to Caldwell, 20 February 1845, 
Mangum to Graham, 21 February 1845, both in Mangum, The 
Papers of Willie Person Mangum. ed. Shanks, vol. 2, pp. 267-72; 
New York Tribune. 24 February 1845; see also Barnes to 
Woodbury, 8 February 1845, Levi Woodbury Papers, Library 
of Congress, Washington, D.C.; Norman A. Graebner, "James 
K. Polks A Study in Federal Patronage," Mississippi Valley 
Historical Review 38 (1952)s6l3-20. 
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that threatened either alternative, Robert Walker and 

William Allen of Ohio endeavored to devise a last ditch 

compromise to save annexation. By 21 February general 

information on the intended compromise was leaked to the 

press. The Globe reported that the annexationists in the 

upper chamber planned to "blend" Benton's resolution with 

that of the House. The details of the compromise, however, 

were not mentioned. Their revelation would come another 

time, another place. The other time was 27 February, the 

23 

other place, the United States Senate. ^ 

By late February, the Democrats realized that time 

was working against them. The session was rapidly coming 

to a close and any amended resolution would have to be 

reconsidered by the House before it could be sent to the 

President for his signature. In the closing days of the 

session, the Whigs, under the instructions of Clay, attempted 

to filibuster the annexation issue to death. As the debate 

intensified, the drama mounted. Finally, on 27 February, 

only a week before Congress was to adjourn, the House 

resolution came up for Senate consideration. Revealing for 

the first time the details of the premeditated compromise, 

Walker moved to amend the House bill by grafting Benton's 

resolution onto it. Walker's amendment empowered the President 

Niles to Welles, 13, 20 February 184-5, Gideon Welles 
Papers; Washington Globe, 21, 24 February 1845; see also 
New York Tribune, 22 February 1845• 
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(most senators believed it would be Polk) to offer Texas the 

option of either accepting the annexation terms of the House 

resolution or of reopening treaty negotiations as proposed 

"by Benton's measure. If unwilling to allow Texas this 

choice, the President could use his own discretion, offering 

Texas the alternative he "believed most expedient. According 

"t° Niles Register, as word spread throughout Washington 

that annexation was the Senate topic of the day, "foreign 

ministers, agents, and officers of all departments of the 

government" filled the galleries. Regardless of how the 

P Zi 

vote went, everyone knew that history was soon to "be made. 

The Whigs, perceiving the threat of the pending com-

promise, mobilized for action. To head off the Walker 

amendment, Senator Archer moved another amendment to the 

House bill that would have sanctioned new negotiations as 

the only mode of annexation. If accepted, this clever Whig 

measure would have scotched annexation for the session and 

perhaps even forever, since Senate ratification of any 

future pact was at best doubtful. Archer's maneuver, however, 

went down in defeat by a vote of twenty-six to twenty-six. 

Then the Senate voted on Walker's compromise amendment, 

passing it by the narrowest of margins, twenty-seven to 

twenty-five. In a desperate move, New Jersey Whig Jacob Miller 
214. 
Clay to Crittenden, 9 January 1845, Mrs. Chapman Coleman, 

The Life of John J. Crittenden. 2 vols. (Philadelphia: J. B. 
Lippincott Co., 1871), 1:226; Congressional Globe, 28 Cong., 
2 Sess., 14:359; Niles 67 (March 1, 1845), p. 401. 
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offered yet another amendment to the House bill. He proposed 

to strike out everything after the word "resolved" and replace 

it with Benton's earliest annexation plan. Turning to Benton, 

Miller explained to the Missourian that his first bill "had 

made a strong impression upon him, and he hoped the senator 

would not destroy his own child." Old Bullion, aware that 

this was an actual ploy to defeat annexation, made the 

laconic replys "I'll kill it stone dead." The Senate erupted 

in cheers as Democrats celebrated the fact that Benton had 

at last safely returned to the party fold. After order was 

restored, the Senate took the final vote on the Walker 

amendment, and again it was upheld by a twenty-seven to 

twenty-five vote. Shortly after nine o'clock in the evening, 

the Senate adjourned to the sound of booming cannons, saluting 

2 5 

the accomplishment. J 

The Senate vote was a momentous victory for the annex-

ationists in general and the Democrats in particular. Every 

Democratic senator opted to toe the party line by supporting 

the Walker compromise. Even the six free state Democrats 

who had followed Benton in June, 1844, and opposed the 

ratification of the Tyler treaty, threw their influence behind 

the hybrid resolution. In addition to the closed ranks of 

the Democracy, three key southern Whigs—W. D. Merrick of 

Maryland, A. Johnson of Louisiana, and John Henderson of 

2-^Congressional Globe, 28 Cong., 2 Sess., 14:360-62; 
National Intelligencer. 28 February 1845-
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Mississippi—voted for the measure. Obviously, their support 

provided the extremely narrow margin of victory. The twenty-

five votes against the Walker amendment were cast exclusively 

by Whigs, who reeled in shock from their defeat. Sectionally, 

of the twenty-seven affirmative votes, thirteen came from 

free state senators and fourteen from slave state repre-

sentatives. Of the twenty-five votes opposing the annexation 

resolution, fifteen came from senators from free states 

while only ten came from slave states senators. Political 

affiliation, then, was the major factor governing a politician's 

Texas stand.^ 

Responses to the news emanating from Capitol Hill ran 

the gamut from elation to depression. Francis Blair's 

p Z 
The six Democrats who had followed Benton were Allen 

and Tappan of Ohio, John Dix (Wright's replacement) of New 
York, Atherton of New Hampshire, Fairfield of Maine, and 
Niles of Connecticut. Allen and Tappan violated instructions 
from the Ohio legislature when they voted for the annexation 
resolution. Allen supported the measure because he was 
angling for the chairmanship of the Foreign Relations 
Committee and wanted to prove to Polk that he was a faithful 
party man, Reginald Charles McGrane, William Allen. A Study 
in Western Democracy (Columbus: Ohio State Archaeological 
and Historical Society, 1925)» pp. 101-03; Allen to[?|, 
12 February 1845, William Allen Papers, Library of Congress, 
Washington, D.C. Tappan had no political stake in supporting 
the bill for he retired from the Senate a week after his 
vote was cast. His brother, Lewis, intimated that economic 
gain perhaps guided his vote. Benjamin, he charged, held 
some Texas stock. Lewis Tappan to Benjamin Tappan, 13 March 
1845, Lewis Tappan Papers. The remaining four senators 
voted for the amendment only because Benton's resolution 
was one of the President's options, Dix to Van Buren, 
18 February 1845, Martin Yan Buren Papers. For an analysis 
of the vote see New Orleans Picayune, 9 March 1845; Smith, 
Annexation of Texas, pp. 345-47. 
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Glo"be predicted that the path was open for American expansion 

to the Northwest and the West. The dying Jackson celebrated 

the Senate's sagacity and reassured his friends that he could 

now die in peace. He warned that Massachusetts might scream 

and protest, "but that eventually these protests would "vanish 

like smoke and. . ."become still as It did on the cession to 

us of Louisiana." Abolitionist William Lloyd Garrison 

conveyed the news to his readers under a banner headline 

readings "Diabolism Triumphantt Overthrow of the Government 

and Dissolution of the Union!" John Quincy Adams shared 

Garrison's view and heralded annexation's success as "a 

signal triumph of the slave representation in the Constitution 

of the United States." Obviously numbed by the Senate's 

action, Adams wrote in his diary on 28 February: 

The day passes, and leaves scarcely a distinct trace 
upon the memory of anything, and precisely because, 
among numberless other objects of comparative 
insignificance, the heaviest calamity that ever befel 
myself and my country was this day consummated. 

The never-say-die National Intelligencer argued that the 

Senate passage of the annexation resolution did not complete 

the legislative process. On the contrary, the House still 

had to approve the amendments to the Brown bill made by the 

Senate. With less than a week remaining In the session, 

"the Intelligencer predicted that Congress would adjourn 

27 
before the representatives had a chance to act. 

27 
'Washington Globe, 27 February 1845> Jackson to Blair, 

10 March 1845, Bassett.ed., Correspondence of Jackson, vol. 6, 
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On 28 February, a day after the Senate passed the 

Walker compromise, the House disproved the Intelligencer's 

theory. On this day the representatives voted a resounding 

approval to the amended annexation "bill by a vote of 132 

to 76. In this vote every Democrat except two—John Hale 

of New Hampshire and Richard Davis of New York—voted in the 

affirmative, while every Whig except one—James Dellet of 

Alabama—voted in the negative. On 1 March 18̂4-5» an eager 

John Tyler signed the long awaited measure. For the first 

time since 1819. Texas seemed destined to become American 

28 

territory. 

The joint resolution signed by President Tyler was 

little more than a clever cluster of provisions designed 

by the annexationists to attract a coalition. Taken separately, 

each provision had a special function, not the least of 

which was to reduce the divisive issues that surrounded 

annexation. Article I dodged the touchy boundary controversy 

p. 378. Jackson's prediction concerning the possibility of 
protests from Massachusetts came true. Shortly after the 
annexation resolution passed Congress, antiannexationist 
Whigs organized the Massachusetts State Texas Committee 
to block the final admittance of Texas into the Union. 
They failed. See Kinley J. Brauer, Cotton versus Conscience 
(Lexington; University of Kentucky Press, 1967), pp. 30-36. 
49-180; "The Massachusetts State Texas Committees A Last 
Stand Against the Annexation of Texas," Journal of American 
History 51 (196*0 i21^-30. For the references for the 
remainder of the paragraph see Liberator, 7 March 1845. 
Adams, Memoirs, vol. 10, pp. 2^4-51; National Intelligencer, 
28 February 18^5. 

^Congressional Globe, 28 Cong., 2 Sess., l*J-s273> 
385» New York Tribune, 1 March 1845-
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between Texas and Mexico, providing that only "territory 

properly included within, and rightfully belonging to the 

Republic of Texas," would be admitted into the Union. 

Article II, Part 1, gave the American government the respon-

sibility of adjusting any boundary questions that might arise 

with other governments. As a result of these provisions, 

the boundary was left undefined. Congress also refused to 

assume the Texas debt. In fact, Part 2 of Article II 

specified that Texas would retain both her public lands and 

her debt. The proceeds from land sales were to be applied 

to the reduction of the debt. Part 3 of the same article 

outlined the restrictions to be placed on slavery. It 

extended the Missouri Compromise line to include Texas, 

stipulating that slavery would be excluded in any state 

carved out of Texas north of the line, while south of the 

line slavery might be permitted if the populace desired it. 

Lastly, Article III effectively side-stepped the perplexing 

constitutional questions arising from annexation by leaving 

the decision to the Chief Executive of whether annexation 

29 

should take place by joint resolution or by a new treaty. 

The substitution of obfuscation for clarity in the 

congressional resolution undoubtedly enabled the Democrats 

to overlook sectional jealousies and unite behind the bill. 

In addition, the support of three American presidents only 

^ F r e d e r i c k Merk, History of the Westward Movement 
(New York! Alfred A. Knopf, 1978), p. 301. 
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helped annexation's chances. Indeed, Jackson's missives 

favoring the cause, Tyler's countless strategies aimed at 

acquiring Texas, and Polk's political pressure on wayward 

Democrats all helped turn the tide for the annexationists. 

The only remaining obstacle to annexation was the Texas 

government's decision to accept or reject the offer. And 

most observers suspected that this would "be no obstacle 

at all. 



CHAPTER IX 

CONSUMMATION AND CONCLUSION 

A day after Tyler signed the annexation resolution, 

and only two days before his presidential term was to expire, 

he called his last cabinet meeting. At this meeting the 

President and his advisers discussed what, if any, action 

should "be taken by the administration on the Texas question. 

The Cabinet unanimously recommended that the Chief Executive 

act immediately on annexation. The cabinet members concluded 

that any delay in offering annexation terms to Texas would 

allow Britain and France more time to propagandize the 

Republic against joining the Union. Moreover, his advisers, 

for the sake of expediency, agreed that the House resolution, 

rather than the Benton bill, be offered Texas. They believed 

that Benton's plan, with its call for new negotiations, 

would be too time consuming and risky. Even if a new treaty 

were hammered out, the chances of its ratification in the 

Senate were slim. Contrariwise, the House resolution, though 

not perfect, at least presented the Republic a set of concrete 

terms either to accept or reject. Though a few influential 

Texans—including Sam Houston—objected to the inflexible 

provisions of the House bill, Tyler's Cabinet speculated 

that public opinion west of the Sabine would remain committed 

2^8 
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"bo American statehood. This opinion, concluded the Cabinet, 

would force the Republic's hand. The recommendations made 

at the meeting only reinforced what Tyler already "believed. 

Consequently, on 3 March 184-5, a day after the meeting, the 

President instructed Calhoun to proffer the Texas government 

annexation terms as outlined in the House resolution. The 

Secretary of State immediately fired off a dispatch to 

Andrew Donelson, the American charge' in Texas, notifying 

him of the President's decision. 

Twenty-four hours after John Tyler set annexation in 

motion, James K. Polk "became president of the United States. 

Young Hickory, of course, had the power to countermand 

Tyler's instructions to Donelson if he disagreed with the 

course adopted by his predecessor. Rather than do this, 

Polk, instead, opted to suspend the charge's instruction 

until his newly appointed Cabinet had an opportunity to 

discuss the available options. On 10 March the Democratic 

Cabinet met and decided to sustain Tyler's decision to 

1 
A Statement of What Transpired After the Passage of 

the Joint Resolutions for the Annexation of Texas to the 
United States, [n.d.1, John Tyler Papers; Tyler, The Letters 
and the Times of the Tylers, vol. 2, pp. 364-65; Calhoun to 
Donelson, 23 May 1845> Andrew Jackson Donelson Papers. For 
warnings from prominent Texans that the House terms were not 
completely satisfactory see Raymond to Allen, 28 February 
184-5, Garrison,ed. , Diplomatic Correspondence of Texas. 
vol._2, pp. 364-65; Hamilton to Rives, 16 February 1845, 
William Cabell Rives Papers; Houston to Donelson, 9 April 
184-5, Ashbel Smith Papers. Calhoun's instructions to 
Donelson can be found in Calhoun to Donelson, 3 March 184-5, 
Manning,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of the United States, 
vol. 12, pp. 83-85. 
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offer Texas the House "bill. According to Secretary of the 

Navy, George Bancroft, Polk and the Cabinet agreed that any 

change in policy might produce confusion. Furthermore, 

the reopening of negotiations, as stipulated in Old Bullion's 

resolution, would lead to unwanted delay. This delay would 

give the European powers additional time to interpose and 

"block annexation and the Mexican government time to inflame 

its people against the United States. Also, renewed treaty 

talks might tempt Texas to make unreasonable demands at the 

bargaining table and, with the Democratic administration 

committed to annexation, these demands would be difficult 

to resist. Because of these fears, Secretary of State James 

Buchanan was instructed to give Donelson the go-ahead in 

pursuing annexation. Like Tyler, President Polk believed 

that public opinion in the Republic would ensure annexation, 

2 
regardless of the terms. 

^Donelson to Polk, 19 March 1845, James K. Polk Papers; 
Smith, Annexation of Texas, p. 354; Buchanan to Donelson, 
10 March1845» Manning,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of 
the United States, vol. 12, pp. 85-87• Polk's decision to 
sustain Tyler's use of the House resolution created quite 
a controversy some three years later. In 1848 Benton, Blair, 
and Benjamin Tappan accused Young Hickory of agreeing in 
1845 to adopt Benton's annexation plan in return for Benton 
and his Senate followers'—Dix, Tappan, Allen, Haywood, and 
Bagby—support of the Walker compromise. By following 
Tyler's course, Polk broke his word, charged the Bentonites. 
Because of this charge, Benton and his friends concluded 
that the Texas resolution was the product of "fraud and 
deceit." They had been duped by Young Hickory'into supporting 
the compromise and then sold out. Niles 74 (August 16, 1848), 
pp. 105-06; Benton, Thirty Years View, vol. 2, pp. 636-38. 
Polk denied making such a promise. He did admit having several 
conversations with Haywood in which he agreed to follow Benton's 



251 

When news of the American offer reached Austin, the 

Jones administration reacted with calm reservation. 

President Jones and his top advisers—Secretary of State 

Ashbel Smith and Attorney General Ebenezer Allen—concurred 

with the retired Houston, labeling the House resolution 

rigid and unchangeable. Writing to Donelson on 9 April, 

the Raven opined: 

The terms are dictated, and the conditions are 
absolute. They are of a character not to have been 
expected by any one who regarded annexation as a 
compact between two nations, where each had sub-
stantive and acknowledged sovereignty and Independence. 

Jones shared this belief. He especially resented the fact 

that his government had no input in the formulation of the 

resolution's terms. The Texas government's dissatisfaction 

resolution, provided it was the only one to pass Congress: 
"But I certainly never understood myself as pledged to select 
that mode, if the Resolutions passed in the alternative 
form." The President also found it odd that his critics 
waited until 1848, a year in which Van Buren bolted the 
Democracy for the Free Soil party, before publishing their 
charges. He believed that their accusations were politically 
motivated. James K. Polk, The Diary of James K. Polk During 
His Presidency, 1845 to 1849, ed. Milo Milton Quaife, 4 vols. 
(Chicago: A. C« McClurg and Co., 1910), 4:38-49- After 
recording his own view in his diary, the President had 
each of his cabinet members submit their recollections on 
this incident to him in writing. Every member disclaimed 
any knowledge of pledges to the senators. Johnson to Polk, 
6 October 1848, Bancroft to Polk, 13 October 1848, Buchanan 
to Polk, 9 November 1848, Mason to Polk, 12 November 1848, 
Marcy to Polk, 20 November 1848, all in James K. Polk Papers. 
Historians, too,have been divided on the veracity of 
Benton's accusations. See for example: Sellers, James K. 
Polk. Continentialist, p. 217; McCormac, James K. Polk, 
pp. 315-17 5 Smith, Magnificent Missourian, p. 204; William 
Nesbit Chambers, Old Bullion Benton, Senator from the New 
West (Bostons Little, Brown and Co., 1956), pp. 290-91» 
Richard Stenburg, "President Polk and the Annexation of 
Texas," Southwest Social Science Quarterly 14 (1934):334-51• 
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with the offer, however, did not reduce the populace's ardor 

for joining the United States. Indeed, annexationist sentiment 

in the Republic seemed to grow as more and more people learned 

of the American proffer. This opinion failed to force Jones's 

immediate acceptance of the House terms, however. Instead, 

the President refused public comment on annexation and hoped 

that some alternative, acceptable to a majority of Texans, 

3 

could be found. 

While the Jones administration contemplated Polk's 

proposal, the European representatives in Texas suggested 

just such an alternative to annexation. Charles Elliot, the 

British charge' to the Republic, along with his French counter-

part, Alphonse de Saligny, broached their plan to the Texas 

President in March. Still seeking to prevent annexation 

and block American expansion, these European envoys offered 

to procure Mexican recognition of Texas in return for the 

Republic's rejection of the American overture. The cautious 

Jones agreed to present this plan to the Texas Congress, 

along with the annexation offer, provided Mexican approval 

to the European scheme was first obtained. Such a course, 

thought the President, would give both the Congress and the 
people a significant choice as to the destiny of the Republic. 

3 
^The Houston quote can be found in Houston to Donelson, 

9 April 184-5» Ashbel Smith Papers. See also Donelson to 
Buchanan, 12, 16 April 184-5, Manning, ed., Diplomatic 
Correspondence of the United States, vol. 12, pp. 4-00-02, 
¥04; Hunt to Walker, 24- March, 8 April 184-5, Robert J. 
Walker Papers. 
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Jones did not know whether Texans, if given such an option, 

would choose to maintain their sovereignty or opt to join 

the United States. But he aimed to find out. So that 

Elliot could travel to Mexico to secure that government's 

agreement to the charge's design, President Jones agreed 

not to call the Texas Congress into session to consider 

annexation for ninety days- He hoped that this delay would 

enable him to present "both the American offer and the 

k 

European plan to Congress when it convened. 

In the meantime, Elliot traveled to Mexico City to 

acquire the one ingredient necessary for the success of his 

plans Mexican recognition of Texas. He accomplished his goal. 

The annexation offer by the United States had forced the 

Mexicans' hand. Mexico City was at last willing to recognize 

the Republic in order to foil the expansionst plans of the 

colossus of the North. Recognition, then, would be tendered 

Texas in exchange for an agreement to remain independent. 

The British charge was back in the Texas capital with the 

good news on 3 June 184-5* A day later President Jones 

issued a proclamation informing the people that, through 

the good offices of Her Majesty's government, Texas now 

had a choice between a peaceful independence or incorporation 

into the American Union. Jones's proclamation intensified 

^Donelson to Buchanan, 28 March 184-5, Manning,ed. , 
Diplomatic Correspondence of the United States, vol. 12, 
pp. 392-93; Merk, Slavery and the Annexation of Texas, 
pp. 168-70. 
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the schism in the Republic "between the vast majority of the 

populace who supported annexation in any form and a minority 

of statesmen who hoped that Texas would remain sovereign 

and eventually "become a rival of the United States. For 

his collaboration with the British and the French, President 

Jones received harsh criticism from his enemies. Polk, 

too, looked with concern on the recent turn of events west 

of the Sabine. He interpreted Elliot's actions as a real 

EJ 

threat to the consummation of annexation. 

To counter the growing European influence in Austin, 

Young Hickory dispatched three additional agents--Charles 

A. Wickliffe, Archibald Yell, and Captain Robert F. Stockton— 
/ 

to Texas. Their mission was to assist the American charge, 

Donelson, in working up public opinion in favor of annexation. 

Ashbel Smith, Jones's secretary of state, commented that 

these envoys traveled throughout the Republic, held meetings, 

and promised the public that, after annexation, Washington 

would finance river and harbor improvements and build roads 

in the undeveloped region. To wavering politicians, they 

even promised, the hope of obtaining federal office. Donelson, 

however, believed that the efforts of these new emissaries 

were wasted. Even before they arrived in Texas, the charge 

reassured his friends and the Polk administration that public 

opinion in Texas made annexation imminent! "The powerful 

^Senate Documents, no. 1 (29 Cong., 1 Sess.), serial 
set 470, pp. 44-45; Gambrell, Anson Joness The Last President 
of Texas, pp. 357-59. 
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voice of the people cannot "be disregarded, and I predict that 

the convention will ratify our proposals without the cross 

of a t, or the dot of an i, in the way of change." Events 

later proved Donelson's prediction accurate.^ 

On 18 June 1845, "the Texas Congress met to decide the 

future of the Republic. As Donelson predicted, it rejected 

out of hand the British-French proposal for permanent 

independence and unanimously approved the American annexation 

offer. The Republic's Congress then referred the question 

to the people in a specially summoned convention. On 4 July, 

the Texas convention, by virtually a unanimous vote, approved 

the decision to accept annexation as outlined by the House 

bill. The convention, however, remained in session to frame 

a state constitution for presentation to the Congress of the 

United States. It completed its work in late August. The 

Texas constitution created the three departments of government 

and contained a bill of rights. Like other southern con-

stitutions, it prohibited any general legislation for 

emancipating slaves and restricted the right of suffrage 

to free white males. In October, 1845, a- popular referendum 

Buchanan to Wickliffe, 27 March 1845, Manning,ed. , 
Diplomatic Correspondence of the United States, vol. 12, 
pp. 88-89; Smith, Reminiscenes of the Texas Republic, p. 76; 
Wriston, Executive Agents in American Foreign Relations, 
pp. 718-19; Smith, Annexation of Texas, pp. 432-61. Donelson's 
quote can be found in Donelson to Calhoun, 13 May 184-5, 
Chauncey S. Boucher and Robert P. Brooks,ed., Correspondence 
Addressed to John C. Calhoun. 1837-1849 in the Annual Report 
of the American Historical Association for 1929**TWashington« 
United States Printing Office, 1930), pp. 294-95. 
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approved "the convention's work. Texas was now ready for 

final admittance into the Union. 

On 3 December 1845, President Polk, delivering his 

first annual message to Congress, presented the state and 

its constitution in a memorable speech of welcome. Brimming 

with pride, the President declared; 

This accession to our territory has "been a bloodless 
achievement. No arm of force has been raised to produce 
the results. The sword has had no part in the victory. 
We have not sought to extend our territorial possessions 
by conquest, or our republican institutions over a 
reluctant people. It was the deliberate homage of each 
people to the great principle of our federative union. 
If we consider the extent of territory involved in the 
annexation, its prospective influence on America, the 
means by which it has been accomplished, springing 
purely from the choice of the people themselves to share 
the blessings of our union, the history of the world 
may be challenged to furnish a parallel.... In 
contemplating the grandeur of this event it is not to 
be forgotten that the result was achieved in despite of 
the diplomatic Interference of European monarchies. 
Even France, the country which had been our ancient 
ally..-most unexpectedly, and to our unfeigned regret, 
took part in an effort to prevent annexation and to 
impose on Texas, as a condition of the recognition of 
her independence by Mexico, that she would never join 
herself to the United States. We may rejoice that the 
tranquil and pervading Influence of the American principle 
of self-government was sufficient to defeat the purposes 
of British and French Interference, and that the almost 
unanimous voice of the people of Texas has given to that 
interference a peaceful and effective rebuke. From 
this example European Governments may learn how vain 
diplomatic arts and intrigues must ever prove upon this 
continent against that system of self-government which 
seems natural to our soil, and which will ever resist 
foreign interference. 

7 
'Donelson to Buchanan, 22 May, 23 June, 6 July 1845, 

Manning,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of the United States, 
vol. 12, pp. 516, +̂37~ 447? Annie Middleton, "The Texas 
Convention of 1845," Southwestern Historical Quarterly 25 
(1921){26-605 "Donelson's Mission in Behalf of Annexation," 
ibid., 24 (1921):247-91« 
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After Congress received the President's message, the House 

of Representatives, on 21 December, and the Senate, a day 

later, voted to admit Texas into the Union. Polk signed 

the bill on 29 December, successfully completing the 

annexation process. At long last, the Republic of Texas 

had become the state of Texas. The American quest for the 
O 

elusive province was over. 

For over twenty-five years, the problematical Texas 

question nagged American presidents, diplomats, congressmen, 

journalists, and voters alike. And throughout these years, 

the movement to acquire Texas was more a political than a 

diplomatic movement. Indeed, from 1819 to 1845, political 

and domestic considerations were the primary influences 

in shaping positions on Texas. For example, in 1819 President 

Monroe, sensitive to the sectional tension created by the 

Missouri controversy, sacrificed the American claim to 

Texas for the sake of national unity. In 1825 President 

Adams endeavored to win western support by opening negotiations 

with Mexico for the acquisition of her Texas borderland. 

8 
Polk's quote can be found In Richardson, ed., Messages 

and Papers of the Presidents, vol. 4, pp. 387-88. The vote 
in the House was l4l to 56, in "the Senate, 31 to 13. See 
Congressional Globe. 29 Cong., 1 Sess., 15s37-39. 41, 43-45, 
5 1 - 5 2 , 54, £ 0 , 7 5 , 7 6 , 88, 8 9 , 93, 94 , 99, 1 0 1 , 1 0 2 , 107, 
137, 282; Niles 69 (December 17, 1845), p. 259; Polk, Diary, 
ed. Quaife, vol. 1, p. 148; Polk to Jones, 29 December 1845, 
Manning,ed., Diplomatic Correspondence of the United States, 
vol. 12, p. 100. 
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President Jackson, In the final months of his second admin-

istration, delayed recognition of the Texas Republic so as 

not to jeopardize Van Buren's election hopes in I836. A 

year later President Van Buren rejected the Texas annexation 

offer for fear of disrupting the Democracy and impeding 

economic recovery. In the 184-Os President Tyler, though 

driven by suspicions of Europe, hoped to use the annexation 

question to rally support behind his "beleagured administration 

and—if his critics are to be believed—secure the Democratic 

nomination in 1844. Obviously, the occupants of the White 

House assumed positions on Texas which they believed would 

be politically beneficial. 

Similar political considerations also guided the 

conduct of American "diplomacy during the period. The Texas 

provision in the Adams-Onis treaty, the inducements tendered 

Mexico for the sale of Texas, the rigid adherence to neutrality 

during the Texas revolution, and the reluctance to recognize 

the struggling new Republic all stemmed from an objective 

assessment of the repercussions that each policy would have 

on domestic politics. Policymakers, provincial in outlook 

and obsessed with reelection, seldom gave serious thought 

to the reactions of foreign nations. Moreover, the annexation 

treaty of April, 184-4-, was Itself little more than a bundle 

of political compromises and clever dodges designed to secure 

Senate ratification. The same, of course, could be said 

of the joint resolution passed in the closing hours of the 
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Twenty-eighth Congress. Its terms were intended, not so 

much to please the Texas government as to accommodate the 

diverse interests of the American Congress. Granted, the 

transfer of sovereignty from one nation to another, as in the 

case of annexation, is inherently a diplomatic question. But 

"behind every diplomatic maneuver made by Washington was the 

guiding hand of politics. Not surprisingly, then, the 

diplomacy of annexation "became inextricably linked with the 

party trammels of Jacksonian America. 

In the ever changing American political climate, Texas 

became something of a political symbol to the statesmen and 

parties dealing with the issue. And, like most symbols, 

it represented different things to different people. To 

the antiexpansionist Whigs, the annexation of the land west 

of the Sabine represented a dangerous constitutional precedent 

that threatened the very foundations of the Union. To the 

Democrats, on the other hand, the acquisition of Texas 

represented a renewed American commitment to transcontinental 

expansion. Finally to the members of the Liberty party, 

annexation represented an immoral extension of slavery and 

an impolitic strengthening of the slave power in the United 

States. But regardless of these differing perceptions, 

by the dawning of the year 1846, everyone, irrespective of 

political affiliation, could agree on at least one points 

that Texas now represented the twenty-eighth state in the 
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American Union. The Lone Star Republic was no more. The 

final scene in the Texas drama had "been acted. 
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